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Introduction 


Introduction 



The King’s Indian Defence is one of the Tichest openings in all of chess theory. 
Black does not play to equalize as he does in the classical defences. Rather he seeks 
to unbalance the game from the outset. The last decade has seen a revitalization 
of the King’s Indian, as even top players aTe often trying to win with the black 
pieces. Compared to the classical openings, the price of each move is quite high 
and a mistake by either side can easily lead to disaster. 

The King’s Indian has always been considered a somewhat risky opening, but 
despite that common sentiment, the King’s Indian has an impressive pedigree. 
While this dynamic system was pioneered in the 1950s by Russian and Yugoslav 
players such as David BTonstein, Efim GelleT and SvetozaT GligoTic, the two big 
names that aTe often attached to the King’s Indian aTe those of its WotM Cham¬ 
pion practitioners, Robert FischeT and Gamy Kasparov. WheTeas Fischer’s retire¬ 
ment signalled the end of his King’s Indian eTa, Kasparov gave up out favourite 
opening while he was still an active playeT, which ‘indicated’ its unsoundness. At 
least that was the general feeling afteT he lost a well-known game in 1997 to 
KTamnik in the then dreaded ‘Bayonet’ system. 

In fact KaspaTov stated something to the effect that the Sicilian and King’s In¬ 
dian weTe too much to keep up with at the level he was playing at, and so he stuck 
with the Sicilian while heading foT moTe solid systems in the closed openings. 
Nowadays young players aTe not so worried about this; with advances in technol¬ 
ogy many modem talents play both the Sicilian and the King’s Indian, as well as 
otheT sharp defences. 

Opening fashions come and go. The beginning of the new millennium brought 
foTwaTd a great new champion of the King’s Indian Defence in TeimouT Radjabov. 
Like Kasparov, Radjabov hails from the city of Baku in Azerbaijan. Radjabov really 
took oveT where Kasparov left off, even scoring well in the aforementioned Bayo¬ 
net (see Chapters 5 and 6 of Volume I). Radjabov’s success influenced the youngeT 
generation as well as the old guard and nowadays most of the top playeTs have 
been found at one time ot another on the black side of the King’s Indian. 
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Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 

The King's Indian Defence has always been an opening I've felt greatly attached 
to. Despite the fact that I have written extensively on the Slav Defences, the King's 
Indian was my first Teal defence to 1 d4. While the King's Indian is considered to 
be a 'tactical' opening, I have always considered it to be very strategic in nature. It 
is an opening where a feeling foT piece placement and pawn stmctuTe is very im¬ 
portant. There aTe many thematic ideas and although the opening lends itself to 
frequent complications, the tactics have always seemed ‘logical’ to me. So, while it 
is tTue that when I ‘grew up’ I began to Tely more on the solid Slav systems, it is 
always useful to have a sharp weapon available, especially when one Teally wants 
to tTy to win with Black. 

Even though the King’s Indian is a complicated opening, I do not think it is so 
difficult to learn. Fot one thing, it is relatively ‘move OTder proof. That is, the King's 
Indian set-up can be employed against 1 d4, 1 c4, ot l 4if3. Also, the King's Indian 
lends itself to just a handful of pawn structures, so the ideas aTe easier to assimi¬ 
late. 

Volume II 

In this book I coveT all of the lines not examined in Volume I. Essentially this is ab¬ 
solutely everything otheT than the Classical and Samisch Variations. The most im¬ 
portant of these is undoubtedly the Fianchetto Variation. Fot this book it was very 
easy foT me to decide which line to give, but in the 20+ years leading up to the 
writing of this volume, it was not such a cleaT choice. 

Fot many years I played the Kavalek Variation with 6...c6 7 4ic3 Wa5. This was 
advocated in Andrew Martin’s 1989 book Winning With the King’s Indian. The 
Kavalek was an easy system to leam and I did quite well with it. Eventually I 
turned to the related classical lines with 6...4ibd7 7 £>c3 e5 8 e4 c6 9 h3 Wa5. While 
both of these systems Temain playable, eventually I found enough little problems 
with them that I became discouraged and I looked in otheT directions. 

I had always been attracted to the Took’ of 6...4ic6, but I could not find much 
written material advocating these lines foT Black. In fact most of what I found 
claimed that the Yugoslav Variation with 7 £}c3 a6 8 d5 4ia5 9 £}d2 c5 favoured 
White. Despite the lack of a good TepeTtoue book foT Black I settled down and 
started to study the Yugoslav and Panno lines myself, and found them to be not 
only playable but very rich and interesting. 

With the King's Indian becoming popular again in the 21st CentuTy, I was 
pleased to see that the Panno was Black’s main choice at a high level. It was haTdly 
surprising that when VictoT Bologan's 2009 book The King’s Indian came out, it 
was the Panno that was his recommendation. By combining my own analyses 
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with recent games and publications (in addition to Bologan, Boris Avmkh pub¬ 
lished a very high-level TepertoiTe book foT White), I believe I have managed to 
foTge a reliable and flexible TepeTtoiTefor Black against the Fianchetto Variation. 

The Test of the lines in this book aTe less popular than the Classical, Samisch 
and Fianchetto Variations, but many of them aTe very dangerous. The Fout Pawns 
Attack is the most threatening for the unprepared. White tries to blow his oppo¬ 
nent away in the centre of the board. Here I have gone foT the main lines with 
6...C5, TatheT than the modem lines with 6...<£>a6. The main variations transpose 
into a Modem Benoni and these lines have always been considered to be reliable 
foT Black. I have also devoted a chapter to White’s sidelines in the Fout Pawns. I 
believe these deviations aTe less dangerous, but there aTe several of them and they 
all have at least a bit of venom. 

The AveTbakh Variation was perhaps the most difficult for me in the entire 
book. It was hard just to choose a line f ot Black. Nowadays the AveTbakh is not very 
popular. I believe this is mainly due to Black’s success with the modem 6...^a6. 
This line is very reliable, but I did not go with it for two reasons. Firstly, it has re¬ 
ceived a lot of coverage oveT the last decade or two in King’s Indian literature. The 
AveTbakh is TaTe enough that there have been few developments in very Tecent 
times. Secondly, the 6...^a6 lines usually lead to strategic positions where White 
can manoeuvre aTound, hoping to obtain some soTt of small advantage. The line I 
have chosen is one of the oldest responses to the AveTbakh and it is very challeng¬ 
ing for both players. I believe Black’s play is quite sound and if he knows his stuff 
better than White, the first playeT will not be in foT an easy time. 

The remaining chapters in the book coveT all of White’s remaining lines. Most 
of these aTe positional in nature. Some of these aTe quite popular, such as the Ma- 
kogonov and otheT h3 systems, as well as 5 .&d3 and 5 <£sge2. Others aTe quite TaTe, 
but Black should still be prepared. 

There aTe several different King's Indian pawn structures discussed in this 
book. In Volume I the various lines of the Classical and Samisch tended to Tevolve 
aTound just a handful of structures. In this volume some of the same structures 
will be seen, but there aTe several more - different Benoni and Benko Gambit 
structures may arise, and a MaToczy Bind structure is not uncommon. Knowing 
different plans in these structures can help a playeT understand not only the ideas 
in King’s Indian, but may also help in otheT openings and one's understanding of 
chess in general. 

I should say too a few words about what this book does not coveT. There aTe no 
‘Anti- King’s Indians'; only lines with 2 c4 aTe covered. Obviously there were space 
considerations (these two volumes were originally supposed to be one 272-page 
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book!), but the other reason is that Everyman Chess already has an excellent book 
that covers all of White's tries without 2 c4: Yelena Dembo’s Fighting the Anti- 
King’s Indians. In heT book you will find everything - from the TTompowsky to the 
BlackmaT-DiemeT Gambit. The most important lines aTe the English lines, because 
if Black is not careful White may play a quick d2-d4 and get Black out of his pre¬ 
ferred TepertoiTe. Fortunately Yelena gives a specific move OTdeT foT fans of the 
Panno! 

There aTe a few people I would like to thank foT their help with this second vol¬ 
ume: my wife HeatheT, formoTe reasons than I can think of; my good friend IM Joe 
Fang, for the use of his extensive library and his excellent proof-reading; IM Vasik 
Rajlich, foT keeping me up to date with Rybka 4, the primary analysis engine used 
f ot this book; GM Alexander Babunn, foT providing me with the all of the extensive 
Chess Today databases; IM Richard PalliseT foT his edits and updates; and GM John 
Emms, for his seemingly neveT-ending patience foT a long overdue book that was 
actually due October 22, 2010, the day Zoe was bom... 


IM David VigoTito, 
Somerville, Massachusetts, 
Maroh 2011 
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Chapter 1 
Yugoslav Variation 

7 a6 8 d5 ^a5 


1 d4 £if6 2 C4 g6 3 £>f3 -&g7 4 g3 0-0 5 
jkg2 d6 6 0-0 



Another common move OTder is 6 
£>c3 ^c6 7 d5 £>a5 8 £id 2 c5 9 0-0 (with 
the knight on d2, 9 dxc6 makes little 
sense: for example, 9...^xc6 10 0-0 Ae6 
11 b3 d5) 9-.a6 Teaching the main lines. 
Black can also play 9...e5 here, but we 
will not go into that. 

The Fianchetto Variation is un¬ 
doubtedly one of White’s most solid 
options against the King’s Indian. 
White’s king tends to be very safe and 


it is not so easy for Black to create 
counteTplay. 

6...£ic6 

This is the Panno Variation, aptly 
named as it was in the Samisch Varia¬ 
tion seen in Volume I. Black has a simi¬ 
lar idea: initiating queenside play with 
...a6 and ...2b8. In this chapter we exam¬ 
ine lines where White plays a very quick 
d5. Play then transposes to the Yugoslav 
Variation, which may also come about 
from the move OTdeT 6...C5 7 4ic3 4ic6 8 
d5 (8 dxc5 is a bit of a nuisance; perhaps 
it is not so dangerous, but afteT 8...dxc5 
9 ice3 ot 9 Jcf4 it is not easy foT Black to 
play to win) 8...4^a5. 

One common thread amongst all of 
the majoT lines foT Black against the 
Fianchetto Variation is that they all 
take aim in some way at the c4-pawn. 
There is a definite logic to this because 
the pawn is less well protected than it 
would be with White’s bishop on the 
fl-a6 diagonal. In the Panno Black plays 
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...a6 and ...5b8 to enforce ...b5, while in 
the Yugoslav the c6-knight will attack 
the pawn directly. 

7^c3 

This is White’s most common and 
flexible move, but the more forcing 7 
d5 can be played as well. Generally play 
will transpose to the main lines, but 
both sides have some opportunity to 
vary afteT 7...£ia5 and then: 



a) 8 Wa4 c5 9 ±d2 b6 10 J.C3 (10 
Jk.xa5 bxa5 gives Black the bishop-paiT 
and open b-file) 10...e5! (White’s play is 
not completely harmless as I found out 
myself: 10...i.d7 11 Wc2 b5 12 cxb5 
JLxbS 13 £ia3 was very nice foT White 
in E.RodTiguez-D.Vigorito, Washington 
2009) 11 dxe6 (ot ll £ibd 2 £ih5 12 e4 
f5 with counteTplay in G.Bagaturov- 
V.lvanchuk, Yerevan 2004) ll...JLxe6 12 
£}g5 .&d7 13 Wdl Hb8 14 Wxd6 £>xc4 
15 Wf4 was C.GaTcia PaleTmo-B.AvTukh, 
Turin Olympiad 2006. Here Bologan 
points out the shot 15...£}xb2! with the 
idea 16 i.xb2 £ih5 17 Wd2 ±xb2 18 
Wxb2 Wxg5 and Black has a healthy 
extTa pawn. 


b) 8 <£ia3 c5 9 Sel has been played a 
few times by TTegubov. The knight may 
look silly, but we will see many cases in 
the main line where White plays <£ic 3 
and then redirects the knight to a3 via 
bl. Still, as long as Black does not head 
foT positions like those he should be 
fine. AfteT 9...a6 (9..~&f5 also looks 
okay) 10 e4 Black can play 10...Sb8 ot 
shift play to the centre and king side 
with 10...e5 when both players’ knights 
look funny on the queenside. 

c) With 8 <£ifd2 White wants to get 
into the main lines. The easiest thing to 
do is acquiesce to this, but Black can 
vary if he so chooses: 8...C5 (giving 
White the chance to head back to nor¬ 
mal positions, but both 8...c6!? and 
8...£}d7l? aTe good alternatives) 9 a3 
(probably better is 9 £}c3, transposing 
to the main lines) 9-.^d7 (9...£ig4!?) 10 
Sa2^e5. 



Here White has: 

cl) 11 b3 a6 12 ±b 2 b5 13 cxb5 
axb5 14 b4 4ib7 (not a gTeat square, 
but White’s pieces lack coordination; 
14...£iac4 is also possible) 15 ^3 Wb6 
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16 Ac 3 was A. Karpov-A.Shirov, Polanica 
Zdroj 1998. Here l6...Af5! prevents Sc2 
and looks strong: for example, 17 e4?! 
Ag4 18 h3 Ae2 19 Hel Ac4 gives Black 
great play. 

c 2 ) 11 Wc 2 Ad7 (ll...Ag4l?) 12 h3 
(12 b4?! fails to 12...cxb4 13 axb4 
<S^axc4 14 £>xc4 Sc8) 12...b5 13 b3?! 
(better is 13 cxb5 Axb5 14 &c3, al¬ 
though Black has counterplay after 
14-.^b6) 13...bxc4 14 bxc4 (14 £\xc4 
<?M>3! 15 Wxb3 - if 15 £>xe5 £>d4 - 

15.. .1.8 16 Wc2 ftxc4 17 Wxc4 Sxbl) 
14-Sb8 15 i.b2 Wc8 16 ^h2 Wa6 17 
Axes Axes and Black was clearly bet¬ 
ter in M.Vucic-T.Shaked, New York 
1994. 

d) 8 QSb&l c5 and now: 
dl) 9 £sel b5l? (instead 9.JSb8 10 
Sbl b5 11 cxb5 Sxb5 12 £ic 2 would 
transpose, while 9...e6 10 £)c2 Hb8 11 
a4 exd5 12 cxd5 Se8 13 Sel was 
E.Bacrot-F.Nijboer, Wijk aan Zee 1997, 
when 13...£>g4!? is possible) 10 cxb5 
Sb8 11 £)c2 (11 a4?! a6 12 bxa6 Axa6 
gives Black excellent play against 
White’s weakened queenside) 

11.. .5.b5 12 Sbl Af5 (l2...Ad7 and 

12.. .Aa6 are also possible) 13 e4 Ag4 
14 f 3 Ad7 with unclear play. 

d2) 9 e4 b5! (there is no need for 

9.. .a6, although 9...Sb8 10 Sbl b5 11 
cxb5 Sxb5 also looks reasonable) 10 
cxb5 a6 11 bxa6 Axa6 12 Sel £sd7 13 
£)b3 <£>c4 and Black had a good Benko 
Gambit position in A.Hauchard- 
V.Bologan, Belfort 1995. 

7.. .a6 


This is the Panno Variation. Black is 
ready to initiate counterplay on the 
queenside. 

The classical 7...e5 8 d5 ®e7 has 
been out of favour for a long time. Af¬ 
ter 9 e4 (9 c5 is also possible) Black's 67- 
knight is not well placed. If we compare 
to the Mar Del Plata Variation from 
Volume I, White’s kingside is well pro¬ 
tected by his fianchettoed bishop, so 
Black lacks attacking chances and will 
suffer with a space disadvantage. 



8d5 

White forces the game into the 
Yugoslav Variation. Other moves will 
be considered in the chapters on the 
Panno. 

8...£ia5 9 £>d 2 

This is the main line, but there are a 
couple of alternatives: 
a) 9 Wd3 c5 scores terribly for White. 
Now 10 dxc6 £ixc6 makes little sense 
with the queen on d3, while 10 <£)d2 
Sb8 would allow Black to play normally 
with White’s queen remaining vulner¬ 
able to ...<£ig4-e5 ideas. Other moves 
also give White less than nothing: 
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al) 10 Sbl b5! 11 cxb5 c4 (also pos¬ 
sible is ll...axb5 with the idea 12 b4 
<£sb3l? when 13 Sxb3 c4 is bad and 13 
axb3 cxb4 wins back the piece because 
14 £sdl? fails to 14...i.f5) 12 Wc2 axb5 
gives Black good play because 13 
4ixb5? runs into 13..~&f5!. 

a2) 10 e4 2b8 (worse is 10...b5 11 
cxb5 axb5 12 £ixb5 -&a6 13 a4) 11 Sbl 
(11 a4?l £sb3) ll...b5 12 cxb5 c4! and 
again Black has excellent play. 

b) 9 b3 is not so bad. Black has a 
choice: 

bl) 9~.c5 is the nomnal move, but 
White has a TaTe chance to tTy to trans¬ 
pose to a reasonable MaToczy Bind 
stmctuTe with 10 dxc6 (instead 10 Jk.b2 
Sb8 11 £sd2 b5 12 Wc2 would Teach the 
main lines), after which 10...bxc6!? 
(I0...£sxc6 11 .&b2 may give White his 
desiTed slight edge) 11 JLb2 Sb8 12 
Wd2 c5 is uncleaT. 

b2) 9...Sb8!? istTickien 



Now 10 Wc2 c5 11 i.b2 b5 12 £sd2 
would transpose into the main lines, 
but White also has: 

b2l) 10 i.b2 b5l? (10...C5 11 £sd2 b5 


12 Wc2 would Teach the main lines) 11 
cxb5 axb5 12 <£sd4 (afteT 12 Scl b4 13 
£sa4 both 13...^.b7 and 13..~&.d7 look 
okay) 12...b4 suddenly transposes to 
the 8 b3 Panno (see Line B of Chapter 
Fout). 

b22) 10 £sd4 i.d7 (ot 10...C5 11 dxc6 
bxc61?) 11 iLb2 c5 12 dxc6 bxc6 is un¬ 
clear. Black has avoided a nonnal Ma- 
Toczy and can play ...c5 and ...4ia5-c6. 
b23) 10 iLd2 c5 11 dxc6 £sxc6 (ot 

11.. .bxc6!?) 12 Eel JLf5 looks fine foT 
Black afteT 13 4id5 .&e4 ot 13 £sel Wd7. 

9.. .C5 



This is the main starting point foT 
the Yugoslav Variation. Play often re¬ 
volves around Black’s a5-knight. If it is 
able to contribute to Black’s counteT- 
play, Black should get decent chances, 
but if it becomes too passive, White 
can turn his attention to the centre and 
kingside, where his extTa piece in play 
could prove decisive. Theory has often 
considered White to have an edge here, 
but Black has excellent tactical chances 
and it is White who must usually be 
careful to avoid an early knockout. 
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Even with best play, I believe Black has 
good chances. 

White’s main lines are designed to 
keep Black's queenside play under con¬ 
trol. We have: 

A: 10 Sbl 
B: 10 #c2 

Instead 10 dxc6 £>xc6 brings Black's 
knight back to the centre while leaving 
White's d2-knight misplaced. Trying to 
prevent ...b5 with 10 a4 leaves White's 
queenside weakened (the a5-knight 
has some influence here) and Black can 
create counterplay with 10...e6. That 
leaves: 

a) White cannot force Black’s knight 
back to b7 with 10 a3. After 10...£>d7 11 
Wc 2 £>e5 12 b3 b5! 13 cxb5 axb5 14 
JLb2 (or 14 £>xb5 ®f3+), Black has sev¬ 
eral good continuations such as 14...b4, 
14...Wb6 and 14...^.a6. 

b) Initiating central play with 10 e4 
also gives Black good counterplay: for 
example, 10...b5l? (lO...Sb8 and 10...e6 
are good alternatives) 11 cxb5 axb5 12 
£>xb5 ^.a6 13 a4 Wd7 when Black won 
back the pawn and had the better 
pawn structure in A.Sztern-G.Lane, 
Canberra 2001. 

A) 10 Sbl 

This is a typical prophylactic move 
to safeguard White's queenside. The 
rook removes itself from the long di¬ 
agonal in anticipation of b2-b3. Play 
may transpose to Line Bl, but here we 


will only consider lines without an 
early Wc2. 



10...Sb8 

This is consistent with Black's 
queenside agenda. 

11 b3 b5 12 JLb2 

Instead 12 Wc2 would transpose to 
Line Bl. 



White’s queenside appears to be 
quite secure, so Black has to properly 
time his moves to create counterplay. 
Typical ideas are ...bxc4, ...e5 and 
..Jth6, which simply attacks the piece 
that defends the c4-pawn 
12...bxc4 

Also common is the immediate 
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I2...e5, but I do not like this much be¬ 
cause White can change the pawn 
structure with 13 dxe6 J.xe6 (Black’s 
structure is loose afteT I3...fxe6 14 cxb5 
axb5 15 £>ce4) 14 cxb5 axb5 15 4^de4 
when the d6-pawn is vulnerable and the 
a5-knight must still get back into play. 

Instead l2...jLf5 could lead to the 
note to White’s 13th move in Line Bl 
afteT 13 e4 -&d7 14 Wc2 e5, although 
heTe White could also consider 14 
JLal!?. 

An alternate move order foT Black is 
to maintain the tension with I2...^.h6. 



White has: 

a) 13 f4?! is a typical reaction, but 
here it is mistimed: 13...bxc4 14 bxc4 
£\g4!l5 flf3 ±g7 16 Wei?! (not 16 e3 
Sxb2!, but relatively best is 16 <£>a4, 
although Black has a strong initiative 
afteT l6...Sxb2! 17 £>xb2 Jk.d4+ 18 ^hl 
£\e3 ot 17 Sxb 2 J.d4+ 18 'i’hl e5!) 

16.. JLd4+ 17 e3 and now TatheT than 

17 .. .5xb 2 18 exd4 Sxbl 19 Wxbl cxd4 
20 £>e2 when White was okay in 
M.Medic-I.BeTezina, Yerevan Olympiad 
1996, Black could have played 


17...^xe3! 18 Sxe3 J.f5 when White’s 
position falls apaTt. 

b) 13 cxb5 axb5 14 ical (ot 14 £>de4 
£>xe4 15 £sxe4 b4 16 e3 Aa6 17 Sel c4 
with counteTplay) 14...b4 15 £>a4 e5 
(I5...^.a6!?) 16 dxe6 &xe6 17 Jb<f6 
Wxf6 18 fte4 We7 19 Wxd6 Wxd6 20 
£sxd6 c4 21 bxc4 4^xc4 22 4^xc4 icxc4 
23 ffl)2 Sfc8 gave Black good compen¬ 
sation foT the pawn in M.Makarav- 
G.Kuzmin, Yerevan 1981. 

c) 13 ^.al ^.f5!? (instead 13..~£.xd2 
14 Wxd2 bxc4 15 £>e4 gives White 
compensation, 13...bxc4 transposes to 
the main line and 13....&d7 14 cxb5 
axb5 15 b4 cxb4 16 Hxb4 Wc7 was 
faiTly level in Z.Ribli-A.Khalifman, Ger¬ 
man League 1996) 14 e4 Ag4 15 f3 
J.e3+ 16 ^>hl J.d7 17 cxb5 axb5 18 
The! e5 (I would pTefeT I8...b4! intend¬ 
ing ...Wb6 and ...jLb5, and perhaps ...c4) 

19 dxe6 and now TatheT than 19...fxe6 

20 e5 when Black’s structure was bro¬ 
ken up in L.ATonian-H.NakamuTa, Mos¬ 
cow 2010, 19..Jb<e6 looks fine foT 
Black. 

d) 13 e3 bxc4 and hete: 
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dl) 14bxc4?! is the normal reaction, 
leaving Black with his a5-knight, but 
afteT I4...±f5 15 e4 AgA 16 f3 (16 Wc2 
Axd2) Black is spoilt foT choice: 

16.. Jte3+ 17 &hl i.d7 18 i.al (18 Acl 
Sxbl 19 £icxbl Wb6 gives Black the 
initiative) and now TatheT than 

18.. .JLxd2 19 Wxd2 £ixc4 20 We2 when 
White has some compensation foT the 
pawn, Black should prefer l8...Wc7 
with an excellent position. 

d 2 ) 14 £ixc4 ^xc 4 15 bxc4 Wa5 16 
jLal ^.d7 17 2b3 Ag7 18 a3?! £ig4! 19 
J.f3 (19 Wc2 JLa4 looks good for Black) 

19.. .^e5 20 Ae2 i.h3! 21 Sel 4}d7 22 
2xb8 Sxb8 23 £ie4 JLf5 24 Jb<g7 .&xe4! 

25 ^.h6 4te5 26 Sfl (26 AfA £)d3! 27 
JLxd3 .&xd3 is winning foT Black) 

26 ...Wxa3 27 f3 AdS 28 AxdS Wxd3 29 
#xd3 £>xd3 30 Sal Sb6 31 e4 ^e5 32 
•i>f2 Sb2+ 0-1 was R.PonomaTiov- 
R.Kasimdzhanov, VitoTia Gasteiz 2007. 
13 bxc4 -&H6 14 i.al 

White steers cleaT of the b8-Took. 
Instead 14 f4?! £)g4 would transpose to 
variation ‘a’ in the last notes, while 14 
e3?! -&f5 Teaches variation ‘dl’ there. 



14.. .Af5 

This is a typical idea to provoke 
weaknesses in White’s camp. 

Instead 14...Sxbl 15 £icxbl! helps 
White consolidate and 15...e5?! 16 dxe6 
JLxe6 17 Wa4 Ad7 18 Wa3 gave White 
a clear advantage in G.Dizdan 
D.Anagnostopoulos, Pans 1996; Black’s 
knight is stuck and the a6-pawn is 
weak. Otherwise, 14...^.d7 looks TatheT 
slow afteT 15 e3 and the thematic 

14.. .fib4 15 Sxb4 cxb4 16 £ice4 4}d7 
(even worse is I6...£ixe4 17 £ixe4 with 
the initiative foT White) 17 £lf3 Wb6 18 
Wc 2 JLg7 19 itxg7 ( &xg7 20 Sbl left 
Black’s queenside vulnerable in 
LMkTtchian-E.Paehtz, Turin Olympiad 
2006. 



15 Sxb8 

This is safeT than 15 e4 AgA 
(I5..~&.d7 is well met by 16 f4! locking 
out the h6-bishop) 16 f3 (after 16 Wc2 
Axd2 17 Wxd2 £ixc 4 18 Wd3 £ie5 19 
Wxa6 2a8 20 Wb5 &f3 Black had a 
good position in K.Landa-Tong Yuan- 
ming, Beijing 1996) l6...jLe3+ 17 'A’hl 
jtd7 and now: 
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a) 18 Bxb8 Wxb8 19 4^cbl icd4! 20 
ii.xd4 cxd4 21 ftb3 ^xb3 22 axb3 Wb6 
23 Wd3 e5 24 £\d 2 Ac8! 25 Sbl Wb4 26 
Sal £>d7 was excellent for Black in 
E.Solana Suarez-A.Romero Holmes, 
Almeria 1989. 

b) 18 h3 ^.xd2 (Black could try 

18.. .5b4 or l8...Wc7l? with the idea of 
...Sb4) 19 Wxd2 ftxc4 20 We2 gave 
White some compensation foT the 
pawn in M.Matlak-Z.Kulczewski, corre¬ 
spondence 1990. 

c) 18 £>b3 £>xc 4! (I8...£ixb3 19 axb3 
JLd4 20 £\e 2 Axal 21 Sxal a 5 22 £sf 4 
gave White a slight edge in a couple of 
games played by Dizdai) 19 Wd3 (ot 19 
We 2 Sb 4 20 a 3 Sxb 3 21 Sxb 3 £>d 2 !) 

19.. .5b4 20 f4 (again, afteT 20 a3 Sxb3 
21 Sxb3 Black has 21...£sd2) 20...£sg4 
21 £>dl J.b5 22 Wc3 f6 23 h3 



23...^.d4l (this is much better than 
23 ...£>d2 24 £>xe3 £sxbl 25 Sxbl £>f2+ 
26 < S ) h2 <£sxe4 27 Wc2 when White is 
better) 24 £>xd4 (ot 24 Wcl £>ge3) 

24...Sxbl 25 £ixb5 (White is also in big 
trouble afteT 25 ®c6 Wd7 26 hxg4 
£>b6! with ideas like ...Jb<f4 and ...£>a4) 


25.. .axb5 26 hxg4 Wa8 gives Black a 
winning position. White is so badly co¬ 
ordinated that he cannot defend. 

15.. .Wxb8 16 f 4 

AfteT 16 h3 Black has l6...Wb4l 17 e4 
JLd7 18 We 2 (18 f4? £>xc4 19 £>xc4 Wxc4 
20 e5 £>e8 worked out well foT Black in 
S.Lputian-AXhalifman, Istanbul 2000) 

18.. .JLxd2 19 Wxd2 ®xc4 20 We2 Sb8 
(20..Jtb5l? 21 Sbl Wa5 also makes 
sense) 21 < i , h2 (afteT 21 Sbl Wxbl+ 22 
£>xbl Sxbl+ 23 &h2 Sxal 24Wxc4 Ab5 
Black has sufficient play) and now 
TatheT than 21...£>b2? 22 i.xb2 Wxb2 23 
Sbl Wxc3 24 Sxb8+ &g7 25 Wb2 when 
White was much better in LAronian- 
R.PonomaTiov, Lausanne 2001, Black can 
clearly improve with 2l...JLb5! with an 
excellent position. 



16.. .£>g4 

This is not the only good move. Black 
could play I6...icg7 17 e4 icd7 ot even 

16.. .Wb4 17 e4 Ag4 18 Wa4 icd7 
(18...g5l?) 19 Wxb4 cxb4 20 fte 2 5c8 21 
Scl Ag7 22 h3 ^.a4 when he had good 
counteTplay in A.Omstein-T.Emst, 
Malmo 1986 . 
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17 e4 id 7 

Black just lost material afteT 

17...®e3? 18 Wa4 ftxfl 19 iLxfl in 
G.Dizdar-LElkiri, Plovdiv 2008. 

18 We2 i.g7 



Black has good play arid White is 
compelled to sacrifice a pawn. 

19 e5 

Instead 19 h3 is met by 19....&d4+ 20 
ihl <£ie3, while 19 £lf3 Tuns into 

19.. .Wb4l attacking the c4-pawn. 
19—dxe5 20 <2ke4 f5 

Ot 20...exf4l? with the idea 21 Jk.xg7 
ixg7 22 £sxc5? 1^6. 

21 h3 

Perhaps better was 21 £sf2 4M2 22 
Wxf2 when White has counteTplay 
against the c5-pawn. 

21.. .fxe4 

Worth considering was 21...exf4 22 
i.xg7 ixg7 23 hxg4 fxe4 24 <£ixe4 We5 
25 gxf4 Wd4+. 

22 hxg4 exf4 

The position is very complicated and 

22.. .e3 23 Wxe3 exf4 24 Wxe7 (not 24 
gxf4 ii.xal 25 Sxal Wxf4) 24...Sf7 was 
another possibility. 


23 i.xg7 ixg7 24 4ixe4 We5 25 gxf4 
Sxf4 

Not 25-.Wd4+ 26 ihl ftxc4? 27 Hdl. 

26 Sxf4 Wxf4 



27^xc5 

Simpler was 27 Wb2+ ig8 28 ®b6 
with equality. 

27».Wd4+ 28 Wf2 Wxf2+ 29 ixf2 i.xg4 
30 Ml J.c8 31 £ie4 Ms 32 ie3 

Not 32 £)c 5 ‘if6 33 ®xa6 ie5 when 
Black’s king becomes too active. 

32.. .£ib7 33 c5 i-xe4 34 ixe4 £ixc 5+ 35 
id4 ^d7 36 i.xa6 if7 

And here V.Potkin-F.Vallejo Pons, Ri¬ 
jeka 2010, was agreed drawn. 

B) 10 Wc2 

This is the main line. White protects 
the c3-knight without committing his 
Took just yet. 

10.. .1b8 11 b3 

Invariably played, because afteT ll 
a4?l the a5-knight will always have a 
future. AfteT ll...e5 12 b3 h5! 13 e4 h4 
14 M >2 JLh6 15 £lf3 hxg3 16 hxg3 ®g4 
Black had good, thematic play in 
E.L’Ami-R. Rapport, Aix-les-Bains 2011. 
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ll...b5 



Now White has another decision to 
make. He can initiate play on the 
queenside himself ot he can simply de¬ 
velop. 

Bl: 12 Sbl 
B2:12 &b2 

Bl) 12 Sbl 



White clears his Took from the long 
diagonal and prepares foT the opening 
of the queenside. 

12...e5 

There aTe other moves as well, in¬ 
cluding 12...e6, 12...JLf5, 12...^.d7 and 


12...h5l?. However, the obvious 12...bxc4 

13 bxc4 Sxbl 14 £>cxbl! helps White to 
consolidate his c4-pawn. 

12...Wc7 was Janjgava's main line. 
The point is that 13 cxb5?l axb5 14 b4? 
is bad because of 14...cxb4 15 Sxb4 
^)xd5!, but afteT 13 icb2 White’s Sbl 
looks more useful than Black’s ..Mc7. 

The immediate 12...iLh6!? is another 
possibility. Then 13 f4bxc4 (not 13...e5?l 

14 fxe5l £)g4 15 £)de4 ^.xcl 16 Wxcl 
£ixe5 17 £>f6+ <4>g7 18 cxb5 axb5 19 
4ice4 with an attack) 14 bxc4 Sxbl 15 
£icxbl e5 16 fxe5 £>g4 17 £>f3 (ot 17 
£>e4 ^.xcl 18 Wxcl £\xe5) 17..~&e3+ 18 
‘S’hl ±f5 is tempting, but White comes 
out on top: 19 Wc3! £yf2+ 20 Sxf2 ±xf2 
21 ±h6 icxbl 22 exd6 f6 23 i.xf8 ^xf8 
24 £>g5! Wxd6 25 £>e6+ Se7 26 Wxa5 
±f5 27 ±f3 -&xe6 28 dxe6 <S>xe6 29 < 4’g2 
Jk.d4 30 Jk.b7 and White went on to 
squeeze out a win in T.LPetTosian- 
D.PetTosian, Yerevan 2010. 



13 cxb5 

White chooses to open the queen¬ 
side himself. OtheT plans: 

a) 13 b4 cxb4 (instead 13..~&f5?! 14 
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e4 cxb4 15 Sxb4 i-d7 16 cxb5 axb5 17 
Wbl transposes to the note to Black’s 
14th move, below) 14 &<b4 7 15 cxb5 

axb5 and Black intends ,...&d7 and 
...Efc 8 with counterplay. An important 
detail is that White cannot move his 
queen (like to bl) to attack the b 5 -pawn 
because the c 3 -knight is loose. 

b) 13 e4 ^.d7! (White maintains a 
pull afteT 13...JLh6 14 cxb5 axb5 15 b4 
cxb4 16 Sxb4 ot 13...<£>h5 14 cxb5 axb5 
15 b4 cxb4 16 Sxb4) 14 4ldl (14 cxb5 
axb5 15 b4 cxb4 16 Sxb4 Wc7 gives 
Black good play, as in variation ‘a’ 
above) and now 14...£sg4!? is an inter¬ 
esting possibility. Black prepares ...f5 
with counteTplay. 

c) 13 ii-b 2 is the most common alter¬ 
native. Black has several possibilities, 
such as 13...h5, 13.j£>h5, 13...^g4 and 

13.. .^.f5. The simplest is to play 13...^.h6 
14 f 4 (14 e3 ii-f5 looks okay for Black) 

14.. .bxc4 15 bxc4 transposing to Line 
B222 which is quite comfortable foT 
Black. 

c) 13 dxe 6 iLxe 6 and now: 
cl) 14 <£)d5 bxc4 (not 14...£)xd5 15 
cxd 5 when the a 5 -knight remains out of 
play) 15 bxc 4 Sxbl 16 4^xbl (16 Wxbl 
Tuns into I6...4^xc4!) I6...4^xd5 17 cxd5 
i.d 7 18 ^.b 2 i.xb 2 19 Wxb 2 Se 8 20 e 3 
^.b5 21 Scl ^c 4 sees the knight come 
into the game and Black had good play 
afteT 22 ®c3 4te5 23 4ld2 h5 in 
T.Seeman-O.Sepp, Tallinn 2003. 
c 2 ) 14 cxb 5 axb 5 and here: 
c2l) 15 b4?! (afteT 15 4}ce4 Black 
could play 15...^d5!, so perhaps 15 


4^de4 should be played) 15...cxb4 16 
Sxb4 Wc7! 17 ®d3 £ic6! 18 Sxb5 £ib4! 
19 Wd4 (Golubev suggests 19 Sxb4 
JSxb4 20 ica3 Sb 6 21 4rt>5, even though 
Black is doing well afteT 21...#d7) 

19.. .^fd5 20 £ixd5 £>xd5 21 Wd3 4lb4 
22 JSxb4 ^xb4 and Black was up the ex¬ 
change in S.Guliev-A.FedoTov, Dubai 
2009. 

C22) 15 <£)ce4 ^xe4 16 ftxe4 i.f5 17 
^.b 2 jLxb 2 (ot 17 ...Se 8 !? 18 JLxg 7 , £ > xg 7 ) 
18 Wxb 2 Axe4 19 Axe4 d5 20 Sfdl d4 
21 h 4 Se 8 22 i.f 3 Wf 6 23 Hbcl Se 5 24 
Wd 2 was seen in M.Vasilev-F.Nemeth, 
Rochefort 2006. Here Black should have 
played 24...b4 with approximate equal¬ 
ity. 

13.. .axb5 14 b4 



This is White’s idea. He hopes to put 
pressure on Black’s b5-pawn. 

14.. .cxb4 

Black should avoid 14...Af5?!, since 
15 e4 (this ends up being useful here) 

15.. .cxb 4 16 Sxb 4 i.d 7 17 Wbl! We8 18 
JLf3! with the idea of jte2 gave White 
the advantage in O.Cvitan-A.Shirov, 
Neum 2002. 
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15Sxb4 



15...Wc7 

Black pins the c3-knight and White’s 
queen to the knight’s defence. This is 
not the most popular, but it looks best. 

Instead 15..~&f5?! 16 e4 .&d7 leads 
back to the note above where White has 
17 Wbl! and developing the bishop im¬ 
mediately with 15..~&a6 is not very 
flexible. AfteT 16 Wbl! #c7 (l6...We8l?) 
17 £ixb5 Wc5 18 a4 £)xd5 (also insuffi¬ 
cient is I8...jk.xb5 19 Sxb5 Sxb5 20 
Wxb5 Wxb5 21 axb5 Sb8 22 ±a3 Sxb5 
23 Sell ±f8 24 Sc8 <4>g7 25 e4 with a 
cleaT advantage foT White in G.DizdaT- 
V.Valenta, GTaz 1994) 19 icxd5 Wxd5 20 
<£ic 7 Sxb4 21 Wxb4 Wb7 22 Wxa5 i.xe 2 
23 Sel White was winning in 
Y.DTozdovskij-A.ShiTov, Odessa 2007. 

The most popular move is 15~.ii.d7 
which is perhaps sufficient, although 
Black should be careful. White has: 

a) 16 J.a3 <£>e8 (this is the only move 
eveT played, but l6...Wb6 is interesting, 
with the idea 17 Sfbl?! Sfc8! when with 
ideas like ...e4 and ...<£>g4, Black has ex¬ 
cellent play) 17 Sfbl 2c8 18 e4 (18 icb2 


thcl 19 Wdl f5 gave Black good coun- 
teTplay in S.Panzalovic-R.Nicevski, Klad- 
ovo 1991) 18...WC7 19 ±b2 Wc5 20 Aal 
f5 with a good position for Black in 
D.Rogozenko-A.Khalifman, Bad Wiessee 
1998. 

b) 16 Wd3 <£>e8 (Bologan suggests 

I6...£ib7 17 Wbl <Sk5 18 £sxb5 i.g4 19 
Sel e4 20 4ic3 e3! 21 fxe3 Wc7 22 Aa3 
.&f5 when Black has good play) 17 <2ixb5 
The! 18 a4 and now: 



bl) I8...£ia6?! 19 Sbl £sc5 20 Wc2 
and White was a pawn ahead in 
M.SoTokin-M.Al Sayed, Calcutta 2002. 

b 2 ) I8...£sxb5 19 axb5 Wb6 20 <^e4 
f5 (20...icxb5 21 Wbl) 21 <5jg5 ®c5 will 
Tegain the pawn, but Black may have 
some concerns oveT the e6-squaTe. 

b3) I8...f5l? prevents <^e4. AfteT 19 
e4 ®xb5 20 axb5 Wb6 Black regains the 
pawn with a good position. 

c) 16 Wbl Wc7 (Black can also try 

l6...We8 17 Aa3 Sb6 with the idea of 
...Wb8 and ...<£ie8-c7), and now: 

cl) 17 £>b3?! Wxc3 18 £sxa5 Sa8 19 
<£ic6 4ixd5! was a neat blow in D.Anic- 
B.Filipovic, Budapest 1990. 
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c2) 17 i.b2 <£ic 4 (instead 17...#c5 18 
JLal was E.Ermenkov-K.Angelov, Elenite 
1986, and here l8..JSbc8l? looks fine for 
Black, while 17...^.h61? 18 e3 £lc4 19 
£sxc4 bxc4 20 JLcl Hxb4 21 Wxb4 fib8 
gave Black the initiative in O.Cvitan- 
R.Gunawan, Sarajevo 1988, although 
here 18 <£)de4 is an improvement) 18 
4ixc4 bxc4 19 ££xb8 Sxb8 and Black had 
some initiative in E.GisbTecht-L.BoTb- 
jeTggaaTd, German League 2001. 

c3) 17 £>xb5l Wc5 18 a4 £ixd5 19 
Hb2 gives White the initiative. One ex¬ 
ample: 19 ...£)f 6 20 Sc2 Wb6 21 J.a3 
with some advantage in W.BTandhoTst- 
N.PedeTsen, correspondence 2002. 
Returning to 15...®c7: 



16 Wd3 

Instead 16 jtb2 can be met l6...JLf5 
or I6...ica6 now that Wbl is not a 
threat, but 16 i.a3 is possible. Black has: 

a) l6..JLa6 17 Scl Sfc8 18 Wbl Wb6 
19 e3 h5l? (haTdly the only move) 20 
£ixb5 Sxcl+ 21 i.xcl ®c5 22 a4 £ixd5 

23 icxds Wxd5 24 £k7 (a better try was 

24 £)C3 Sxb4 25 Wxb4 Wc5 26 JLa3) 
24...Sxb4 25 Wxb4 Wc6 26 4ixa6 Wxcl+ 


27 £ifl <£)c4 was fine for Black in 
Y.DTozdovskij-D.KokaTev, Dagomys 2010. 

b) l6..JLf5 17 Wb 2 (alternatively, 17 
e4?l Sfc8 gives Black the initiative, while 
afteT 17 Wcl iLd7 Black has disturbed 
the coordination of White’s majoT 
pieces) 17 ...e4 is critical. After 18 <S^xb5 
(not 18 Sxb5? <£)g4!) l8...Sxb5! 19 Sxb5 
®xd5 20 Wbl <£sc3 21 #b4 Black can 
exploit his superior piece coordination 
with 21...<£ic6! (instead 21...^xb5 22 
WxbS e3l? 23 fxe3 i.h6 24 i.b4 i.xe3+ 
25 ‘S’hl ±xd2 26 JLxd2 £ic 4 27 .&h6 Sb8 
gives Black active pieces, but he will 
miss his daTk-squaTed bishop) 22 Sb7 
(22 Wxd6 Wxd6 23 Axd6 Hd8! is good 
foT Black) 22..Mc8 23 Wb6 icd4 24 ®a6 
(24 ®c7 <^a5! 25 Wxc8 Sxc8 26 Sb4 <^c6 
27 Sb7 4jxe2+ 28 v?hl d5 leaves Black 
with more than enough foT the ex¬ 
change) 24...<£ia5! and Black wins back 
the material with a good position. 
l6...Aa6 

l6...Af5!? was suggested by Gelfand. 
If 17 e4 icd7 18 £M>5? Wc5 Black wins 
material. 

17 -&a3 
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Here Black has.- 

a) 17...^d7?! 18 <SM>5, as in 
V.Gavrikov-B.Gelfand, Horgen 1994, 
looks insufficient. 

b) 17...^c4 18 £sxc4 bxc4 19 Wc 2 
Sxb4 20 JLxb4 Sb8 21 Bbl £>d7 22 Wa4! 
is very awkward for Black. 

c) 17...Sb6 18 Sfbl Sfb8 with the 
idea of ...£)d7 was suggested by Jan- 
jgava. 

d) 17...Sfc8 18 Scl (afteT 18 <Sixb5 
Wd7 19 Sfbl Eb6 the pin is very uncom¬ 
fortable foT White) l8...Wd7 gives Black 
a solid position. 

B2) 12i.b2 



This is the main line. 

12.. .bxc4 

The move OTdeTs here aTe a bit tTicky. 

12.. .e6 and 12...e5 aTe both playable and 
lead to different types of positions, but 
Black can also play the immediate 

12.. .JLh6!?. This avoids Line B21, but 
grants White some additional possibili¬ 
ties, although they do not look too dan¬ 
gerous: 

a) 13 f4 is the most common. AfteT 


13.. .bxc4 14 bxc4 e5 we Teach the main 
line of Line B22 while avoiding Line B21. 

b) 13 £icbl?! loses its point because 
afteT 13...e5 14 -&c3 b4l? (even a neutTal 
move like 14...Se8 ot I4..~£.d7 should be 
satisfactory because <5ia3 is not possi¬ 
ble) 15 Ab2 and now both 15...£>h5 and 
15 ...£)b7 aTe fine foT Black. 

c) 13 <£)ce4 <£\xe4 14 ^.xe4 bxc4 and 
now 15 bxc4? is not possible because of 

15.. JLxd2. 

d) 13 cxb5 is White’s attempt to steeT 
the game away from the main lines. 
AfteT 13...axb5 14 ^de4 (if 14 e4 Black 
can play 14...Aa6 ot 14...b4 15 <£)dl e5l?) 
Black has: 

dl) 14...Ag7 15 £>xf6+ JLxf6 16 ^e4 
i.xb2 17 Wxb2 b4 18 Bfcl?! Wb6 19 
Wd2 JLf5 20 Wh6?! (White’s play seems 
a bit Tandom) 20.. Jk.xe4 21 Jk.xe4 c4! 22 
bxc4 b3 with a big advantage foT Black 
in A/j'mzo-G.LigteTink, The Hague 1992. 

d2) 14...b4 15 £ixf6+ exf6 16 *Sie4 
JLg7 17 Wcl JLf5 (Black could also try 

17.. .f5 18 ±xg7 &xg7 19 Wb 2 + f6 be¬ 
cause the forcing sequence 20 £)g5 ®e7 
21 641^5 22 Wxe5 fxe5 23 exf5 gxf5 24 
£\e6+ JLxe6 25 dxe6 ^f6 26 JLd5 Bb6! 
27 a3?! bxa3 28 Sxa3 <£)c6 is good foT 
him) 18 £\d2 Be8 19 Bel JLd7 20 a3 was 
I.Foygel-D.VigoTito, Natick 2009. Now 
the simplest is 20...Wb6 with the idea of 
21 axb4 Wxb4 22 ±c3? £sxb3l. 

So 12.. JLh6 is a viable move OTdeT if 
Black wants to avoid Line B21, even 
though it is not clear that he should 
need to. 

13 bxc4 J.h6 
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Now Black simply threatens to take 
the knight on d2 when the c4-pawn will 
fall. White has: 

B21:14 €kbl 

B22:14f4 

Instead 14 e3? is a classic trap which 
a number of strong players have fallen 
into: 14..~&f5 15 e4 (White is also in 
trouble afteT 15 ®cl jLd3 or 15 4ice4 
4ixe4 16 4ixe4 4ixc4) 15...icxd2 16 exf5 
4ixc4 17 £sdl 4ixb2 18 4ixb2 and now 
both l8..JLh6 and l8...Wa5 give Black 
the uppeT hand. 

B2l) 14 4icbl 



This is certainly a funny-looking 
move, but it has twice been employed to 
beat Kasparov, so it must be taken seri¬ 
ously! With this unusual retreat, White 
hopes to completely consolidate on the 
queenside afteT which he can direct all 
of his energy to the centTe and kingside. 
The c4-pawn is now firmly defended 
and White intends to continue with Jk.c3 
and <£>a3 when the a5-knight will be 


both inactive and a target. Fortunately, 
Black has some resources of his own. 

14.. .e5 

Instead 14..~&d7 allows White to 
execute his plan: 15 -&c3 ®c7 (betteT is 

15.. .e5) 16 <£>b3 (afteT 16 4ia3 Black has 

16.. .5.4! 17 .&xb4 cxb4 18 4iabl 5c8 
with good compensation foT the ex¬ 
change) l6..JLa4 17 e3 -&g7 18 <£>ld2 
and White kept an edge in Z.Ribli- 
S.Bouaziz, Las Palmas 1982. Black will 
eventually be forced to Tesolve the a5- 
knight problem in an unfavourable way: 
TetTeating to the sad b7-squaTe ot by 
exchanging on b3, which would 
strengthen White’s pawn stmctuTe. 
15i-c3 

AfteT 15 dxe6?! jLxe6 Black develops 
Tapidly and White will likely TegTet his 
fanciful 14th move. 

15.. ~&d7 I6£>a3 



l6...Sb4! 

Black must keep some momentum. 
Instead l6..JLg7 17 Sabi Wc7 18 e4 h5 
19 f4 allowed White to successfully push 
forward in the centre in L.Zaid- 
G.Kasparov, Leningrad 1977, where the 
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a5-l<night did not participate. 

17 Axb4 

White has an alternative in 17 
^b3!?. This is untried but Black should 
take this move seriously: 17...£>b7l? (in¬ 
stead ll...foxbS 18 axb3 Sb8 19 £>bl 
favours White and 17...#c7 18 £>xa5 
#xa5 19 i.xb4 cxb4 20 fobl Sc8 21 a3l 
is also insufficient) 18 Jbd>4 (18 e4 
could be met with l8...Sa4 19 ^-b2 #b6 

20 Sabi #b4) I8...cxb4 19 ^bl a5 with 
good play foT the exchange. 

17.. .cxb418 <£iabl #c7 19 e3 

Instead 19 c5 makes little sense. 
Then 19.~#xc5 20 #b2 (ot 20 #xc5 dxc5 

21 fobs fobl 22 £>ld2 JLb5 with good 
compensation) was B.KuTajica-B.Filipo- 
vic, Banja Luka 1983. Here 20...#b6! 21 
e3 (Black is also doing very well afteT 21 
a3 b3 22 focS JLxd2! 23 #xd2 foe 4) 

21.. .foqA\ gives Black excellent play. If 22 
h3? foxe3 23 fxe3 JLxe3+ 24 ‘S’hl ±d4 
and a Took down, Black is completely 
winning. 



19.. .JLf5! 

An important move. Instead 

19.. .5c8?l allows White to successfully 


fight foT the initiative on the queenside 
with 20 a3l. AfteT 20...b3 21 foxbS ^.a4 
22 fold.2 foxbS 23 foxbS Sb8 24 Sabi 
#b6 25 Sb2l White was better in 
L.Psakhis-B.Avmkh, Israeli League 2001. 
If 25~Jb<b3 26 Sfbl and White will keep 
some pressure in the endgame. 

20 £ie4 

Instead 20 e4 JLd7 leaves White’s 
queenside bottled up and Black can im¬ 
prove his position with moves like ...Sc8 
and ...Wes. 

20...i_xe421 JLxe4 



Fot the exchange Black has excellent 
daTk-squaTe control and queenside 
pressure, but he must Temain alert: 

a) It is tempting to leave White with 
the light-squaTed bishop and head foT 
the c5-squaTe, but 21...£>b7? does not 
work: 22 fod2 focS 23 ±g2 Sb8 24 Sfbl 
a5 25 a3 and White took oveT in 
J.Timman-G. Kasparov, Tilbrng 1981. 

b) 21...foxeA is the main theoretical 
recommendation. 22 #xe4 f5 23 #c2 
#xc4 appears to be sufficient foT Black, 
but matters aTe not so clean 24 Scl 
#xd5 (Black may be better off leaving 


26 



Yugoslav Variation: 7 4} c3 a6 8 d5 4>a5 


the d-pawn alone with 24..Wb5 25 4>d2 
f4) 25 4>d2 (25 Wd2l? looks more test- 
ing, because 25...We4 26 Wxd6 jLxe3? 27 
4>d2l gives White a winning position) 

25.. .f4 26 4>fl fxe3 27 4ixe3 W3 28 Bel 
4>c6 29 4)g4 4>d4 30 4>xh6+ &g7 31 
Wd2 was D.Andrea-F.Lotti, correspon¬ 
dence 1985. Janjgava points out that 
31—Wd5! would be very strong here. 

c) 21...Wxc4l? may be the safest way 
to continue. The endgame is uncleaT 
afteT either 22 4>d2 Wxc2 23 J.xc2 4ixd5 
24 4ie4 Sc8 25 M>3 4>c3 26 4ixd6 Sc7 
ot 22 Wxc4 4>xc4 23 ±d3 4ixe3l 24 fxe3 
i.xe3+ 25 ^g2 4ixd5! with the idea of 
...Ad4 

All of this is very interesting, but if 
Black is not happy with this there is al¬ 
ways 12.. JLh6. 

B22) 14 f4 

The main line. White shuts out the 
h 6-bishop. 

14.. .e5 



Of course Black tTies to pry the posi¬ 
tion open. White has three main lines 
here, but only the last of them gives him 


any chance of achieving anything. In 
fact, afteT White’s rook moves of the 
first two lines, Black has excellent 
chances to take oveT the game. 

.. 

B221:15 Sael 
B222:15 Sabi 
B223:15 dxe6 

Other moves aTe of little value to the 
first playeT: 

a) 15 fxe5? 4ig4 is good foT Black. 

b) 15 4>dl exf4 16 gxf4 4>h5 17 e3 
jk.f5 gives Black the initiative. If 18 e4?l 
i.d7 and the f4-pawn is weak. 

c) 15 4ice4 4ixe4 16 4ixe4 (ot 16 
i.xe4 exf4 17 gxf4 i.xf4! 18 Sxf4 Wg5+ 
19 ‘i’hl Wxf4 with the idea 20 Wc3 
Sxb 2 l 21 Wxb 2 4ixc4l) I6...f5 (16...4ixc4 
17 iccl is not so clear) 17 4>d2 (ot 17 
4>g5 Jb<g5 18 fxg5 4ixc4) 17...exf4 18 
gxf4 Se8 with an excellent game foT 
Black. 

d) 15 e3 exf4 16 gxf4 (16 exf4 J.g7 
intending ...4ig4 ot ...jLf5 is good foT 
Black), and here TatheT than l6...Se8 17 
Sael ot I6...4)h5 17 Sabi (better than 
17 Sael?! J.g7 which is Line B22l), I 
propose I6...4ig4!? 17 Sael jLg7 which 
looks very good: foT example, 18 4>dl 
±f5 19 e4?l Sxb2! 20 4ixb2 J.d4+ 21 
^hl 4>xh2l with a crushing attack 
against which White cannot defend. 

B221)15 Sael 

White tTies to load up in the centre, 
but this leaves him vulnerable to ...Sxb2 
tTicks. 


27 


Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 



15.. .exf4 16 gxf4 £)h5! 17 e3 i.g7! 

With a series of precise moves Black 
has enticed White to weaken his pawn 
formation. 

I8<£idl 

White attempts to shore up the sen¬ 
sitive b2 and e3 points. Both 18 Sbl and 
18 i.al would simply be met with 

18.. .He8. 

18.. .1.f5! 



19 ^.e4 

Already White is completely off bal¬ 
ance. If 19 £}e4 -&xb2 20 ®xb2 2e8 
leaves White in a crushing pin, so his 
choice is limited. Besides 19 J.e4, White 
has tTied: 


a) 19 tel icxb2 20 £>xb2 Wf6! 21 
4idl JLd3 gives White big problems: foT 
example, 22 3f3 (ot 22 Sf2 <£>xc4!, 
B.Ivkov-J.Smejkal, Novi Sad 1976) 

22.. .41xc4! 23 e4 (the point is that afteT 
23 £>xc4 Black has 23...Sbl) 23 ...£>xf 4 24 
<£>xc4 Wd4+ 25 £sf2 Sbl and Black was 
winning in V.NeveTov-R.Kasimdzhanov, 
Hoogeveen 1999. 

b) 19 e4 is met with the thematic 
blow 19...Sxb2! 20 £>xb2 i.d4+ 21 <4>hl 
Wh4 22 Wd3 and now: 

bl) 22...i.d7 23 £>dl 4ixf4 24 Wg3 
Wxg3 25 hxg3 ®d3 26 Se2 and now 
TatheT than 26...4ie5, which has been 
seen in practice and is indeed strong, 
Black has the precise 26...2b8! when 
White’s position will quickly fall apart. 

b2) 22...£)xf4 is also strong: 23 Wg3 
(ot 23 Sxf4 '@’xf4 24 exf5 i.xb 2 ) 

23.. .£sxg2 24 ^xg2 i.h3+! 25 Wxh3 
Wg5+ 26 <4>hl Wxd2 27 £>d3 £ixc4 with 
a huge advantage in CNavrotescu- 
D.DumitTescu, OdoTheiu Secuiesc 1993. 

19.. .1cxb2 

Also good is 19..~&xe4 20 <£>xe4 icxb 2 

21 £>xb2 Se8 22 £>f2?! (a better try was 

22 £\d2, although Black still has a pleas¬ 
ant choice between 22...f5, 22...Wf6 and 

22.. MM) 22. J5 23 £>bd3 £>f6 and Black 
stood better in H.Ree-G.Sax, Amsterdam 
1976. 

20 £>xb2 

The untTied 20 JLxfS .&g7 21 iLd3 is a 
better try to stay in the game, although 
Black is still very comfortable. The a5- 
knight may not have much to say, but 
White’s position looks very loose. 
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20...Sxb2! 

Black can also play 20...ii.xe4 21 
£>xe4 which transposes to the note to 
his 19th move, above. 

Worse, however, is 20...Wf6 21 £)d3 
(ot 21 £>dll?) Hfe8 22 i.xf5 Wxf5 23 Sf 2 
(23 e4 Wg4+ 24 ‘i’hl £>g3+ 25 hxg3 
Wh3+ with a draw has occuTTed several 
times before) 23...4if6 24 Wc3 4le4?l 
(24...^b7 is better) 25 Wxa5 £>xf2 26 
£lxf2 Sb2 27 Wa4 &f8 28 £>fl when 
White should keep some advantage ac¬ 
cording to Kasparov. 

21 Wxb 2 4jixc4 22 £>xc4 i.xe4 



Black clearly has excellent compen¬ 
sation foT the exchange. The d5-pawn is 


weak and White’s king is very uncom¬ 
fortable. 

23 £>d2 

Instead 23 Sdl would be met with 

23.. .Wd7!. 

23.. .J.xd5 24e4i.a8 

24....&C6 also looks promising. 

25 f5 



Now 25...d5 gave Black a strong ini¬ 
tiative in M.Roiz-Shavtvaladze, Orapesa 
1998. Instead 25...Wg5+ 26 <4>hl £>f4 is 
also very strong. Black has a winning 
position afteT both 27 5gl Wxf5 and 27 
<£yf3 Wg4 intending ...Se8. 

B222)15 Sabi 
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White shores up his b2-bishop arid 
may even Tetreat it to al, but this move 
looks too slow. 

15...exf4 

A muTky alternative is 15...2e8 16 
4ice4 (if 16 fxe5 4ig4) I6...£ixe4 17 
4ixe4 f5 arid here: 

a) 18 4ig5 Axg5 19 fxg5 Ad7 (bad is 
19„.Wxg5? 20 Acl, but 19...Sb4l? is pos¬ 
sible) 20 Aal 2b4 (20...'S'xg5!?) 21 2xb4 
cxb4 22 c5 Ab5 23 cxd6 (23 c6 4ic4 is 
still good for Black, but this looks like a 
better tTy to complicate) 23 ...£ic4 was 
better for Black in M.Cebalo-J.Horvath, 
Porec 1998. 

b) 18 Axe5!? is funny. AfteT l 8 ...Sxbl 
19 £>f 6 + < 4 f 7 20 Ixbl dxe 5 21 £ixe 8 
exf 4 the position is a mess. 

16 gxf4 



l6...Ag7l? 

This untried move was suggested by 
Bologan. Not surprisingly, it is my com¬ 
puter’s choice. The alternatives have 
been tested in practice, but they give 
White better chances for an advantage: 

a) I6...2e8 17 £ice4 <£ixe4 18 £ixe4 
(not 18 Axe 4 ? Axf 4 !) and now: 


al) l8...Af5 19 Af 6 Axe4 (19-Wc7!?) 
20 Axd 8 Axc 2 21 2 xb 8 ^xc 4 22 Ac 7 
2xb8 23 Axb 8 fte3 24 Axd 6 £lxfl 25 
^xfl and White converted his slight 
endgame edge in A.Omstein-T.Emst, 
Stockholm 1995. 

a2) I8...2xb2l? 19 Wxb2 (19 lxb2 
Af 5 puts White in an annoying pin) 

19...Ag7 20 Wb6 (worse aTe 20 Wcl Af5 
and 20 WC2 Af 5 ) 20...4ixc4 21 Wxd8 
2xd8 22 2b8 Ad 4 + 23 *hl <4>g7 24 
2fbl 4ie3? was Z.Ribli-V.Tkachiev, PoTec 
1998. Now 25 £ixd6! would be very 
strong. Better would have been 24...Sf8 
25 Sa8 Af 5 26 2xf8 &xf8, although 
White keeps some advantage here as 
well. 

b) I6...£ih5 17 e3 (after 17 4ice4?! f5 
18 ftf 6 + 4ixf6 19 Axf 6 Wxf 6 20 2xb8 
#d4+ 21 vJhl Axf 4 Black had good 
compensation for the exchange in 
A.Czebe-Y.Zimmerman, Nagykanizsa 
1995, but 17...2xb2! looks even stronger 
for example, 18 Wxb2 f5 19 ®b6 #xb6 
20 2xb6 fxe4 21 e3 ®xf4! 22 exf4 e3 
with the idea of ...£ixc4 gives Black a 
winning position) and now: 
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bl) 17...i.f5 18 <£}ce4 i.xe4 

(I8...2e8!?) was W.Watson-J.Nunn, 
Brighton 1983. Here White should play 
19 ^.xe4l, keeping the knight on d2 and 
planning jLf 3 with some advantage. 

b2) 17...Se8 18 £>ce4.&f5 19 ±c3 (af¬ 
ter 19 jk.f3 Black should play 19...^.g7!) 
19...Sxbl 20 Hxbl i.g 7 (ot 20..JLxe4 21 
J.xe4 JLg7 22 i.f3 Sxe3 23 i.xa5 Wxa5 
24 Sb8+ iif 8 25 i.xh5 Wc7 26 Wb 2 We7, 
as in A.Czebe-L.Vadasz, Hungarian 
League 1995, when White should play 
27 £>fl!) 21 i.xg7 &xg7 22 Wc3+ &g8 
23 ^.f3 looks good for White. He is not 
threatening to take on h5 just yet be¬ 
cause of ...jLxe4, but Black has no con¬ 
structive moves. 

17 ±al 

Bologan shows that Black is okay af¬ 
ter otheT moves: 

a) 17 h3 £sh5 18 £sce4 Sxb2! 19 Hxb2 
f5 20 <?ic3 (20 <2ig5 £sxf4!) 20..AM+ 21 
< S>h2 Wh4 and White is busted. 

b) 17 £sdl Sxb2 18 Sxb2 (if 18 £sxb2 
£\g4) I8...^g4 19 h3 i.d4+ 20 &hl 
±xb2 21 '#xb2 £if 6 22 &gl <^h5 and 
Black stands well. 



17.. .5xbl 

Also interesting is 17...Sb4l? and 
then: 

a) 18 4^dl i.g4l? is TatheT annoying 
f ot White. 

b) 18 Sxb4 cxb4 19 ®ce4 ®xe4 20 
<£sxe4 ^.xal 21 fixal jk.f5 22 c5 (Black 
was threatening ...£sb7-c5 so this move 
is positionally forced, but it fails) 

22.. .5e8 23 c6 Wb6+ 24 ‘S’hl Wd4 25 Scl 
Sxe4! wins foT Black. 

c) 18 a3 Sxbl (ot even l8...Sxc4l? 19 
<£sxc4 £sxc 4 with compensation) 19 
Wxbl 2e8 and it could be useful foT 
Black to have weakened the b3-squaTe. 
18 Wxbl 

AfteT 18 ®cxbl jLf 5 19 e4 ®xe4 20 
JLxe4 (if 20 ^.xg7 £sxd2) 20.. JLxal Black 
is equal according to Bologan. If we go a 
little further with 21 JLxf5 i.d4+ 
(21...gxf5 22 £sc3 i.xc3 23 Wxc3 looks 
better foT White) 22 ‘S’hl gxf5 23 £>f3 
(23 Wxf5 We7) 23.-i.f6 24 Sgl+ ^h8 25 
<£\bd2 Wd7 the position is unclean 



Now there aTe a couple of possibili¬ 
ties: 

a) I8...<£\g4 is Bologan's idea. He 
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gives 19 ^dl i.d4+! 20 i.xd4 cxd4 21 
Wd3 Wb6 22 £>f3 £>e3 23 4ixe3 dxe3 24 
Scl Wc5 25 fic3 Se8 26 Wd4 £>b7 with 
equality. 

b) l8...Ke8!? is similar to variation ‘c’ 
in the notes to Black's 17th move, above. 
AfteT 19 e4 (if 19 4ice4 4ixe4 Black wins 
afteT 20 i.xe4 icxal 21 Wxal 4ixc4 and 
20 ^xe4 i.f5 21 jLxg7 < i > xg7 22 Wb 2 + f6 
is much better foT him because of 
White's weaknesses on e4, c4 and e2) 

19.. .^.g4l? Black has a nice position with 
ideas like ...<£>d7 and ...<£>h5. 

B223) 15 dxe6 

This is certainly the best tTy. 

15.. .1.xe6 16 ftd5 

Too passive is 16 <£>dl iLg7 17 Sbl 
Se8. With the centre open White cannot 
afford to TetTeat his pieces to the back 
Tank. 



I6...&xb2! 

This looks like the best move, but 
Black can also consider l6...jLxd5 17 
cxd5 (17 i-xd5 4ixd5 18 cxd5 3xb2 19 
Wxb2 icg7 leads to the note to White’s 
19th move in Line B2232) 17...£}g4 (in¬ 


stead 17...Sxb2 18 Wxb2 4ig4 19 Wa3l is 
the note to Black’s 18th move in Line 
B2231). 



Now: 

a) 18 Wc3 Sxb2! 19 Wxb2 jLg7 gives 
White nothing. 

b) 18 Sf3 Sxb2! 19 Wxb2 i.g7 20 
Wcl JLxal 21 Wxal He8 22 Wc3 (ot 22 
e4 Wb6) 22...Sxe2 favours Black, 
T.Anton-S.Vedmediuc, Timisoara 2009. 

c) 18 Sacl £>e3 19 Wc3 Bxb2 20 
Wxb2 iLg7 21 Wa3 Se8!? (safer is 

21...£ixfl 22 i.xfl Wc7) 22 Hfel i.d4 23 
^hl 4ixg2 (afteT 23...£>g4 24 -&f3 i.e3 
25 i.xg4 i.xd2 26 e4 i.xel 27 Sxel Wb6 
28 e5 White has the initiative) 24 < 4 > xg2 
Se3 25 Wa4 We7 26 £>f3?l (26 'ifl! looks 
good foT White) 26...We4 gave Black the 
initiative in R.PaTamos Dominguez- 
BJobava, Ubeda 2001. 

d) 18 i.c 3 £>e 3 19 Wa 4 Sb 5 (I9...£sb7 
is sad) 20 fifbl We8 (20..JLg7 21 i.xg7 
fixbl+ 22 Sxbl < 4 > xg7 23 Wa3 Be8 24 
i.e4 4ig4 25 h3 £sf6 26 Af3 favoured 
White in I.Csom-T.Ghitescu, Moscow 
1977) 21 We4 (not 21 Sxb5 axb5 22 ^e4 
jLg7l) leaves Black in trouble. 
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Following 21...^ac4 (or 21..JLg7 22 
i.xg7 < S>xg7 23 Wd3! <£xg 2 24 < &xg 2 and 
Black has not solved the problem of his 
a5-knight) 22 £sxc4 Wxe4 23 i.xe4 ®xc4 
24 ±d3 Sxbl+ 25 Sxbl <Se3 26 ±d2 
(not 26 ±xa6 Sa8) 26...£ixd5 27 &f2 
White will regain the pawn and have an 
enduring advantage in the endgame 
with his bishop-pair. 

e) It seems stTange to tTade off the 
knight, but 18 £>b3 looks good foT White 
afteT I8...^xb3 (l8...f5 may be better, 
but does not equalize: 19 h 3 £>f6 20 
^d2 ^h5 21 < S>h2 was I.Stohl- 

S.KindeTmann, Dortmund 1991, where 
the a5-knight remained a problem) 19 
axb3 Wb6 20 Wc3 and now: 

el) 20 ...f 6 21 ±h3 Wxb3 22 Sfbl 
Wxc3 23 i.xc3 f5 24 Sxb8 Sxb8 25 
i.xg4 fxg4 26 Sxa6 icf8 was drawn here 
in A.Satici-A.Albano, correspondence 
2000, but 27 e4 Sbl+ 28 &f2 clearly fa¬ 
vours White. 

e2) 20...C4+ 21 <4>hl f6 22 ±h3 £>f2+ 
23 Sxf2 Wxf2 24 Wxc4 (24 i.e6+ ^h8 25 
Wxc4 We3! 26 J.d4 We4+ 27 &gl -&g7 
was unclear in M.Marin-K.Movsziszian, 


BeTga 1996) 24...We3 25 i-d4 We4+ 26 
iig2 We7 27 Sxa6 f5 28 ±f3 ±g7 was 
M.MaTin-AJeTez PeTez, Sitges 2000. Now 
the funny 29 J.C51? Sfd8 30 Sc6 ^h8 31 
jLb6 looks very good foT White. 

Black will have to improve on lines 
‘d’ and ‘e’ foT 16.. JLxd5 to prove viable. 
17 Wxb 2 Agj 



Now Black threatens ...®xd5, so 
White must move the queen. In general 
Black should think carefully about re¬ 
gaining the exchange. If the a5-knight 
cannot get into the game, the simplifi¬ 
cation will favouT White, who will be 
able to use his extTa piece on the king- 
side. Black must generally Tely on tac¬ 
tics, both on the dark squares and 
against the c4-pawn. We have: 

B2231 :18 Wa3 

B2232 :18 Wcl 

Instead 18 Wc2 does not cause Black 
any problems afteT I8...4lxd5 19 cxd5 
jLxal 20 Sxal (20 dxe6 J.d4+ 21 &hl 
fxe6 22 Wd3 may be a better try to 
equalize) 20...Wf6 21 Sdl Wd4+ 22 <S>hl 
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JLf5! (not 22...iLxd.5 23 i.xd5 Wxd5+ 24 
4ie4 Wb7 25 'i’gl! when White had 
some initiative in Ki.GeoTgiev-J.Van der 
Wiel, Wijk aan Zee 1985) and now: 

a) 23 ±e4? £ic4! 24 Wd3 Wxd3 25 
exd3 Ag4 is good foT Black: foT example, 
26 ±f3 ±xf3+ 27 <?ixf 3 4ie3 28 Sbl 
4ixd5 and Black was a pawn to the good 
in Ki.GeoTgiev-J.Piket, Amsterdam 1985. 

b) 23 e4 ±g4 24 JLf3?l (this is bad, 
but Black has excellent compensation 
after both 24 Sbl c4 and 24 £)f3 ®e3) 

24...£ic4! 25 i.xg4 £ie3 26 ®b3 ^a4 27 
We2 4ixdl 28 Wxdl Wxe4+ 29 JLf3 Wa4 
and the passed c-pawn gave Black the 
uppeT hand in D.Bogdan-I.Cosma, Ro¬ 
manian Championship 1992. 

B223l)l8Wa3 



White wants to stay in touch with 
the a5-knight, but Black has a tactical 
solution. 

18...<5jxc4! 

Worse is I8...^.xd5?! 19 cxd5 £sg4 20 
Sabi £se3 21 Sfcl Se8 22 ±f3 ±d4 23 
‘S’hi h5 24 Wa4! (White again focuses 
on the a5-knight; instead 24 Wd3 h4 25 


4ie4?! hxg3 26 4ixg3 Wh4 27 Wxa6 4>g7 
gave Black counteTchances in 
M.Romanko-D.Petrosian, Moscow 2011) 
24...‘^ > g7 (if 24...h4 25 £lfl) 25 £lfl h4 26 
4ixe3 i.xe3 27 Sc3 hxg3 28 hxg3 c4 29 
Sa3! Jtd 2 30 Wc 2 c3 31 Sxc3! i.xc3 32 
Wxc3+f6 33 g4 with a winning position 
foT White in M.Luch-P.Kolosowski, 
DzwiTzyno 2004. 

19 £sxc 4 4ixd5 20 Sad <5ib4 



Black’s active pieces and centre 
pawns give him good compensation for 
the exchange. 

21 Sfdl 

White has not had much success 
with the alternatives: 
a) 21 ‘A’hl d5 and now: 
al) 22 4ib2 Wd6 23 4id3 (23 Sfdl 
JLxb2! 24 Wxb2 d4 gave Black very good 
compensation for the exchange in 
R.Hiibner-J.Nunn, Wijk aan Zee 1982) 

23.. .41xd3 24 exd3 ±d4 25 Sbl h5 with 
good play in B.Badea-Y.ZimmeTman, 
Ajka 1992. 

a2) 22 £se5 JLxe5 (better than 

22 .. .Wd 6 23 Wa5) 23 fxe5 Wb6 24 Wb 2 
Wa7 25 Sf6 (Janjgava suggests 25 Wd2, 
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but Black still has good compensation) 

25.. .5.8 (the immediate 25...d4 may be 
even better) 26 Wd2 d4 and Black had 
sufficient play in I.Cosma-V.Nevednichy, 
Bucharest 1994. 

b) AfteT 21 e4 i.d4+ 22 <&hl, 22...d5l? 
is hardly forced but it is not bad eitheT: 
bl) 23 exd5 .&xd5 24 -&xd5 Wxd5+ 

25 Wf3 Wxf3+ 26 Sxf3 4ixa2 is faiTly 
level. 

b2) 23 ftd 2 dxe4 24 ®xe4 was 
P.TTegubov-Y.Zimmerman, BalatonbeT- 
eny 1992. Now 24...^.d5! would give 
Black the initiative. 

b3) 23 f5 dxc4 24 fxe6 £sd3 25 exf7+ 
Sxf7 26 Sxf7 &xf7 27 Sfl+ ftf 2 + 28 
‘i’gl Wf6 29 Wf3 was given as equal by 
Zimmennan, but Black has 29...C3!. 
White should instead settle foT 29 e 5 
®g4+ 30 £hl <£sf2+ 31 &gl with a dTaw. 

21.. .d5 22 &hl 

Black is also not troubled by knight 
moves: 

a) 22 £se5 -&xe5 ( 22 ...Wb 6 !?) 23 fxe5 
Wb6 24 Wb2 C4+ 25 &hl Wc5 26 Sbl 
Sb8 27 Wc3 Sb5! 28 a3 £sc6 29 Sxb5 
axb5 30 e3 h5 and Black had enough foT 
the exchange in D.Paunovic-D.Simic, 
KTagujevac 2000. 

b) 22 £sb2 We7 (not 22...Wb6? 23 
£\a4) 23 <£sd3 i.d4+ 24 &hl jLe3 25 Sbl 
.&f5 (Black could also fight with 

25.. . ( £sxd3 when both 26 Sxd3 d4 and 26 
Wxd3 JLf5 look good foT him, although 

26 exd3 Wa7 is unclear) 26 £ixb4 (not 26 
Sxb4 cxb4 27 Wxb4 We6 when Black is 
better) 26...cxb4 27 Wxb4 &c5 28 Wb7 
JLxbl 29 Wxe7 i.xe7 30 Sxbl Sd8 31 


Sb6 Sd6 32 Sxd6 i.xd6 33 i.xd5 &f8 
and Black easily drew the ending in 
J.HjaTtaTson-I.Stohl, Groningen 1981. 



22.. .We7 

Alternatively: 

a) 22...Wb8 is also viable: foT exam¬ 
ple, 23 £se5 (23 £sb 2 ?! Sc8 24 £id3 £sxd3 
25 Wxd3 c4 gives Black the initiative) 

23.. .1.xe5 24 fxe5 Wxe5 25 Sxc5 Wxe 2 
(Nunn). 

b) The queen sacrifice 22...dxc4 is 
very interesting, but it is probably ask¬ 
ing too much of the position afteT 23 
Hxd8 Bxd8 24 Wa5 Sd2 and now: 

bl) 25 a3 c3 26 axb4 c 2 27 flfl (27 
Wa4 JLd7!) 27...Sdl 28 Wxc5 ±f5 29 e4 
Bxfl+ 30 icxfl ±xe4+ 31 i.g 2 (not 31 
^gl?? clW! 32 Wxcl JLd4+ mating!) 

31.. .1.b2 draws. 

b2) 25 Wxc5 £sxa2 26 Sbl JLb2 27 
We3 (not 27 g4?! c3 28 We5?, as in 
A.Wojtkiewicz-M.Marin, StaTa ZagoTa 
1990, because 28...C2 29 Wb8+ &g7 30 
Wxb2+ f6 would have favoured Black) 

27.. .c3 28 ite4! and the complications 
favoured White in A.BabuTin-R.Polzin, 
Gifhom 1992. 
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23 £>b 6 

Instead 23 £)b2?! J.xb2 (23...C4! 
would keep White tied up and is even 
stronger) 24 Wxb2 d4 gave Black com¬ 
pensation in Nedochotov-Y.Zimmer- 
man, Russia 1993. Black is also doing 
well after 23 £ie5 icxe5 24 fxe5 Sb8 (or 

24.. .d4) 25 Wa4 d4 26 a3 4id5 27 Wxa6 
4ie3 28 fibl I£e8 with a big advantage 
in JJust-H.Ude, correspondence 1996. 

23.. .5b 8 

Also possible is 23...d4 24 Wa5 c4 25 
®xc4 ^.xc4 26 Sxc4 Wxe2 27 Sdcl d3 
28 i.fl Wf3+ 29 -&g2 We2 30 jLfl when 
Black should acquiesce to a draw be¬ 
cause 30...Wf2? 31 Wc5 favoured White 
in A.Baryshpolets-M.Erdogdu, Olomouc 
2008. 



Black has good compensation and 
White should look to maintain the bal¬ 
ance. Some examples: 

a) 24 Wa5? Wd8! was winning for 
Black in A.Rustemov-A. Fedorov, Minsk 
1993. 

b) 24 <£)a4? Sb5 (or 24...C4I?) 25 We3 
d4 26 We4 Wf8 27 Wa8 Wxa8 28 JLxa8 
c4 and Black had more than enough for 


the exchange in M.Kurtovic-I.Burovic, 
Ljubljana 1992. 

c) 24 4ixd5 ii.xd5 25 Sxd5 (but not 
25 JLxd5?? 4ixd5 26 fixd5 .&b2) is the 
most sensible course. The position is 
equal after 25...<£>xd5 26 JLxdS. 

B2232)18 Wcl 



This has been White’s main attempt 
to prove something in the main line, but 
Black has adequate resources. 

18.. JLxd5 

Standard, but Black has a couple of 
other ideas that are worth a look: 

a) I8...4}xd5 19 cxd5 .&d7 (worse is 

19.. JLxal 20 Wxal with the idea of e4 
when Black has not solved the problem 
of his a5-knight) and here: 

al) 20 e4?l c4! 21 Sbl (not 21 <£ixc4? 
Axal 22 4ixa5 i-d4+) 21 ...c3 22 ®f3 
Wc7 23 WeS 4ic4 24 Wf2 ±g4 25 Sbcl 
icxf3 26 ii.xf3 Wa5 and Black had the 
initiative in D.Palo-V.Nevednichy, Goth¬ 
enburg 2005. 

a2) 20 Sbl Ad4+ (Black could also 
consider 20...^.b5l? or 20...Wc7l?, which 
has been tried a couple of times in cor- 
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respondence games; afteT 21 Wa3 c4 22 
£\e4 ±f5 23 Sbcl i.xe4 24 i.xe4 c3 25 
'i’hl Sc8 Black has reasonable compen¬ 
sation foT the exchange) 21 'A’hl JLbS 22 
Sel ±e3 23 Wc3 Se8 24 £>e4 J-d4 25 
Well and Black was pushed back in 
M.Marin-V.Nevednichy, Bucharest 
(rapid) 2006. 

b) I8...£)g4!? 19 Sbl and now 

19...^.xd5?! 20 J.xd5 is insufficient, so 
Black must maintain the tension: 



bl) 19...^.d4+ 20 'A’hl £>e3 (instead 

20...icxd5 21 i.xd5 is still good for 
White and 20...<5lf2+ 21 Sxf2 i.xf2 22 
Wa3 leaves Black suffering because of 
the a5-knight) 21 £>xe3 ^.xe3 22 Wc2 
±xd2 23 ®xd2 ftxc4 24 Wd3 d5 was 
Y.Anikaev-M.GuTevich, Severodonetsk 
1982. Although Black managed to win, 
his compensation looks insufficient at 
this point. 

b2) 19...Se8 20 e4 i.d4+ (ot 20...f5 21 
<4>hl!?) 21 <4>hl ftf2+ 22 Sxf2 i.xf2 23 
£>f3 has been seen a few times. White 
maintains some advantage because of 
his well-centTalized position and the 
shaky position of the f 2-bishop. 


19 cxd5 

Instead 19 Axd5 £>xd5 20 cxd5 gives 
Black several possibilities, but he must 
be careful that the a5-knight does not 
become a mere spectator. 



a) 20...JLxal 21 Wxal Se8 22 e4 and 
White’s central play gave him some ad¬ 
vantage in F.lzeta Txaban-i-D.Anagno- 
stopoulos, Pans 1996. 

b) 20...Se8 21 e4 (if 21 Sbl?! Sxe2) 

2l..JLd4+ 22 &hl f5 23 Sel (better than 
23 exf5 i-xal 24 Wxal Wa8! with coun- 
teTplay) 23 ...Wa 8 24 Sbl fxe4 25 £>xe4 
Wxd5 26 Wc2 £ic 4 27 Wg2! was good for 
White in L.SeTes-Z.Ballai, Hungarian 
League 2001. 

c) 20...Wf6 21 Wc2! Wd4+ 22 <4 , g2 
Se8 (22...Wxd5+ 23 e4) 23 e4 left White 
clearly on top in F.lzeta Txaban-i- 
M.Pavlovic, Ubeda 1997. 

d) 20...C4!? 21 £ie4Se8 22 £>c3 J-d4+ 
(Black could consider 22...Wb6+ 23 ‘i’hl 
Wc5) 23 <4^2 Se3 24 Sf3?l Sxc3 25 Sxc3 
Wf6 was good foT Black in S.EstTemeTa 
Panos-A.RomeTo Holmes, LinaTes 1998, 
but 24 Wd2l could have caused him 
some problems. 
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e) 20..JLd4+ 21 &hl (not 21 &g2?! 
#e8! with ideas like 22 Sbl Wxe2+ 23 
&hl Wd3 and the 22 e4? ^.xal 23 Wxal 
£)c 4! of I.Stohl-V.Babula, Zlin 1995) 

21...Wa8 22 e4 and now 22...f5?! 23 Sbl 
fxe4 24 £sxe4 Wxd5 25 Wc 2 <^c4 26 flfel 
£>e3 27 Wb3 c4 28 Wb7 favoured White 
in I.Stohl-V.Babula, Czech League 1997. 
A better try would have been 22..JLxal 
23 Wxal f5 24 It3 fxe4! 25 Wxa5 Wxd5 
with compensation foTthe piece. 

f) 20..Me7 looks best. 



White has: 

fl) 21 ®c2? We3+ 22 ‘S’hl JLxal 23 
Sxal Wxe2 was winning foT Black in 
M.Leski-S.Kindermann, PoTtoToz 1998. 

f2) 21 Wa3?! i.d4+ 22 &hl i.xal 23 
Wxa5 (ot 23 Sxal ^c4!) 23.Jk.g7 24 
#xa6 Se8 and Black has a strong initia¬ 
tive for the pawn. 

f3) 21 Sbl #xe 2 22 Wdl We3+ 23 
‘S’hl and now: 

f3l) 23...C4?! 24 Bel left Black some¬ 
what uncoordinated in I.Stohl- 
S.KindeTmann, German League 1997. 

f 32 ) 23...£sc 4 24 ®xc4 We4+ 25 Wf3 
#xc4 looks okay for Black. 


f33) 23...^.c3l? 24 £lb3 (ot 24 £)f3 
We4 with the idea of ...£sc4) 24-.®xb3 
and Black has enough foT the exchange 
afteT 25 axb3 Se8 ot 25 Sxb3 c4. 

19...^g4 20 Sbl 

White's otheT moves do not look very 
challenging: 

a) 20 <Se4 ^e3 (20..Jk.d4+!? 21 ^hl 
Se8 maintains the tension and gives 
Black good chances) 21 Sf3 (if 21 Sbl 
Se8!) 21...^ac4! 22 Sbl Se8 23 ®d 2 
£>b6! won the d5-pawn and gave Black 
good play in V.Filippov-A.FedoTov, Minsk 

1996. 

b) 20 e4 Jk.xal (20...Jk.d4+ 21 <^hl 
£if2+ 22 Sxf2 i.xf2 23 Sbl looks a bit 
better foT White, but 20...C4!? is interest¬ 
ing) 21 #xal Wb6 22 e5?l (22 Sbl and 
22 Wc3 aTe better tries) 22...C4+ 23 ‘ihl 
£)f 2 + (ot 23...dxe5 24 fxe5 £)f 2 + 25 Sxf 2 
Wxf2 26 £ie4 We2) 24 Sxf2 Wxf2 25 *^e4 
was V.Filippov-V.Shinkevich, Tomsk 

1997. HeTe 25~®e3 would have been 
very strong. 



20.. .^e3 

This looks best. The alternative is 

20.. JLd4+ 21 ‘Stil <£se3 (even wotse is 
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the superficial 21...£)f2+ 22 Sxf2 i.xf2 
23 £>f3 c4 24 e4 Wc7 25 Wc 2 J.a7 26 
*c3! Sb8 27 Sxb8+ i.xb8 28 h4 Aa7 29 
h5 when White’s preponderance of 
poweT in the centre and on the kingside 
gave him the uppeT hand in M.Marin- 
A.IstTatescu, Bucharest 1995) 22 Wa3 
(this is the only move eveT played, but 
White has some otheT possibilities, such 
as 22 Sel and 22 £tf3) 22...Se8 23 Wd3 
Wa8 (afteT 23...^xfl 24 <?ixfl the a6- 
pawn and a5-knight aTe liabilities) 24 
jLf3 £ixfl 25 £ixfl when Black has: 



a) 25...Sb8 26 2xb8+ Wxb8 and: 

al) 27 Wxa6 Wc7 28 e3 i.f6 29 £sd2 
c4 30 £>e4 Ae7 31 £>c3 Wc5 32 ^g 2 and 
White was better in A.Antunes-F.lzeta 
TxabaTri, Tunis 1997, but Black could 
have considered 28..JLc3!?. 

a2) 27 e3 -&f6 28 Wxa6 Wbl 
(28..JLc3l? is a better try) 29 ‘A’gl c4 30 
Wxa5 c3 31 Wa6! was F.lzeta Txaban-i- 
LAndTada AndTada, TorTevieja 1997. 
Izeta seems to like this position foT both 

COlOUTS. 

b) 25. .Ma7 26 £>d 2 Se3 27 Wc2 and: 
bl) 27...f5?! 28 Wa4 Wc7 29 g4 fxg4 


30 JLxg4 ^g7 31 £)f3 JLf6 32 ±e6 c4 33 
f 5 Sxe2 34 Sgl Sf2?? (34...1 f d8) 35 We8 
1-0 A.Yusupov-S.Kindermann, Baden 
1992. This game put black players off 
the Panno foT a while. 

b 2 ) 27...Sa3 28 £ie4 ®c7 29 g4 Wd8 
30 g 5 &.g7 31 h4 was also good foT 
White in K.Kolehmainen-E.BoTToni, cor¬ 
respondence 2004. This game illustrates 
a typical idea - if Black cannot generate 
any counteTplay, White can just gradu¬ 
ally advance on the kingside. 



21 Sel 

Instead 21 jLf3 2e8 22 Sel will 
transpose, while 21 Wa3 Se8 22 Sf2 
£)g4 gives Black good play. The main 
alternative is 21 Sf3 Se8 22 £)fl and 
here: 

a) 22...£>xd5 23 Sa3 £)b4 24 e4 (24 e3 
is a better try) 24...£sac6 25 <£)e3 £>d4 
gave Black decent compensation foT the 
material in I.Kostenko-T.MaTkowski, Ka¬ 
towice 1993. 

b) 22...£>xg2 23 ^xg2?l (23 Wdl was 
suggested by Janjgava, but 23...£sxf4!? 
looks okay foT Black) 23...Sxe2+ 24 Sf2 
We8 25 Sxe2 Wxe2+ 26 &h3 Wh5+ 27 
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&g2 Wxd5+ 28 &h3 was W.Unzicker- 
S.Kindermann, German League 1996. 
Now 28...£)c6! leaves Black with two 
pawns and an ongoing attack for the 
exchange. 

21...Se822±f3 



22..JLd4 

Janjgava only mentions 22...g5? 23 
fxg5 Wxg5 24 Wa3 (24 Sb6 is also good), 
when both 24...£iec4?! 25 4^xc4 4^xc4 26 
Wxa6 icd4+ and 24...*5jc2 25 Wxa5 ^xel 
26 Sxel We3+ 27 ^hl ±c3 28 Wxa6 
Wxd2 give Black chances foT creating 
counteTplay, although White should be 
able to realize his extTa material. 

23 &hl h5! 



Black simply ‘pretends’ he is not 
down material and plays a useful move. 
He wants to open the h-file and play 
...^7 and ...Hh8. 

24 Wa3 

White does not mind returning the 
exchange if he can consolidate his posi¬ 
tion, especially if the a5-knight cannot 
enter the fray. Instead both 24 ^e4 ^g7 
(ot 24...h4 25 g4 ^ac4) 25 £sg5 h4 and 

24 Hgl h4 25 g4 26 g5 Wd7 allow 
Black to create counteTplay. 

24.. .H4 

Instead afteT 24...£\c2l? 25 ®d3 
4}xel 26 Sxel Se3 (26...Wc8 27 e3 helps 
White consolidate a bit) 27 Wxa6 c4? 28 
<£ixc4 ^xc 4 29 Wxc4 itc5 30 Sbl White 
was well on top in Z.Nemeth-N.Resika, 
Budapest 2001. HoweveT, 27...ii.c3l 28 
Sdl Jtxd2 29 Sxd2 Sc3l with ideas like 
...Scl+ and ...£ic4 was a better tTy. 

25 g4 

White should avoid 25 Wd3?l hxg3 

26 hxg3? ^6! with the idea of ...Wh8+, 
while 25 gxh4 allows 25...Wxh4l? when 
26 Wxa5? ^g7 gives Black a very strong 
attack. The text move keeps the h-file 
closed, but now the f4-pawn is weak. 
Black’s h-pawn may also be able to 
trouble White’s king. 

25.. .^c2 26 Wa4 

Ot 26 Wd3 £>xel 27 Sxel i.e3l 28 f5 
Axd2 29 Wxd2 ^c4 and Black’s knight is 
suddenly a very strong piece. 

26.. .£>xel 27 Sxel i.e3 

27...iLc3 may be more accurate. Then 
28 Sdl Jb<d2 29 Sxd2 would transpose 
to the game. 


40 



Yugoslav Variation: 7 thc3 a6 8 d5 £)a5 


28Sdl 

White could have tried 28 £ie4!?. 

28 ..JLxd2 29 Sxd2 



Now after 29-..Se7 30Sb2 Se3 31 g 5 
Sc3 32 Sc2 Sxc2 33 Wxc2 Wo6 34 f5 
White’s initiative endured in D.Rogo- 
zenko-A.Motylev, Bucharest 2000. In¬ 
stead after 29...Se3l? 30 Sd3 (or 30 <4>g2 
Sc3 intending ...£ic4 or ...Sc4) 30...Sxd3 
31 exd3 Stohl suggests 31...Wb6, while I 
like the look of 3l...h3l? when White's 
king is uncomfortable and Black has 
good chances. 
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Chapter 2 
Panno Variation 

7 &c3 a6 8 h3 Sb8 9 e4 


1 d4 £>f6 2 C4 g6 3 *5^f3 Ag7 4 g3 0-0 5 
£g2 d6 6 0-0 £>c6 7 <£\c3 a6 8 h3 



If White does not want to head into 
the Yugoslav Variation, both sides re¬ 
main very flexible. This advance is typi¬ 
cal foT White in the Fianchetto Variation 
in general and here it is White’s most 
popular option. The move can be played 
as preparation for e4 because it pre¬ 
vents ...Jc.g4, while White may also play 
i.e3 because ...<2ig4 has been prevented. 

Now the main continuation is the 
consistent 8...3b8, which leads to sharp 


play. Black can also consider the solid 

8.. .jLd7, which will be covered in the 
next chapter. 

8„.2b8 9 e4 

This is the most principled approach. 
White hopes to oveTTun Black in the 
centre. OtheT moves will be considered 
in Chapter 3. 

9.. .b5 



Black continues with his plan, not 
fearing the advance of the White e- 
pawn. Now White can play solidly ot 
offeT to enteT into complications. 
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A :10 cxb5 
B: 10 e5 

A)l0cxb5 axb5 



llSel 

This is White’s most common choice 
and this move was advocated by 
Avrukh. Instead both 11 a3 b4 12 axb4 
£Jxb4 and 11 Wc2 b4 12 4ie2 4ia5 (or 

12..JLd7) look comfortable for Black, but 
there aTe some otheT options, including 
an attempt to transpose to Line B: 

a) 11 d5 b4l (stronger than ll...£)a5 
12 b4 £>c4 13 ®d4) 12 £Je2 £Ja5 13 
£)fd4 (afteT 13 Wc2 jLd7 14 4ied4 Wc8 
15 &h2 c5 16 dxc6 £}xc6 17 ±e3 £)xd4 
18 £}xd4 Wxc2 19 4ixc2 Hfc8 Black had 
the initiative in A.Simutowe-M.Hebden, 
Millfield 2000) 13...C5! (this thmst, com¬ 
bined with Black's next, is a common 
theme) 14 dxc6 e5! 15 £>b3 £)xc6 is 
comfortable for Black: foT example, 16 
±g5 h6 17 Ae3 i.b7 18 Wd2 £)a5l 19 
£)xa5 Wxa5 20 f3 d5! 21 JLxh6 (afteT 21 
exd5 ®xd5 22 JLxh6 JLxh6 23 Wxh6 
Wb6+ with the idea of ...4ie3 gives Black 


a huge initiative) 21...dxe4 22 Axg7 
Wb6+ 23 , 4 > h2 e3 24 Wei <4>xg7 with a 
huge advantage foT Black in R.Hanel- 
S.Atalik, KTanevo 1996. 

b) 11 ile3 b4 and then: 



bl) 12 4Je2 4Ja5 13 £id2 £Jd7 14 Scl 
c5 15 b3 .&a6 gives Black a nice position: 
16 £)f3 (if White grabs the pawn with 16 
dxc5 £>xc 5 17 .&xc5 dxc5 18 Sxc5 then 

18.. .Wb6 intending ...2fd8 gives Black 
tremendous play), and here Black has 
several attractive ideas, such as 16...C4, 

16.. .£lc6 or I6...cxd4 17 £)fxd4 ^c5- 

b2) 12 £Jd5 £)xe4l (it looks like Black 
is falling foT a tTap, but that is not the 
case) 13 Wc2 e6 14 Wxc6 (or 14 Wxe4 
±b7!) 14...±b7 15 Wxc7 i.xd5 16 Sfcl 
Wxc7 (Zapata suggests l6...We8 with 
the idea of ...Sb7) 17 Sxc7 was 
U.Adianto-A.Zapata, Jakarta 1986. Now 

17.. .f5l? gives Black a good game. 

c) Compared to Line B, 11 e5 looks a 
bit inaccurate, in view of ll...dxe5 (ot 

11.. .£)d7 12 <SJg5 which is Line B2l) 12 
dxe5 £)d7!? (Black can also play 

12.. .Wxdl 13 Sxdl 4id7 transposing to 
Line Bl) 13 e6 fxe6 14 We2 (wotse is 14 
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£sg5?! <Sd4 15 ±e3 £ib6) 14...b4 and: 

cl) 15 <£b5 Sxf3l? 16 ±xf3 ^ce5 17 
a4 (17 i.g 2 ? ±a6) 17...^xf3+ 18 Wxf3 
i.b7 19 We2 fte5 20 f4 Wd3! 21 <&f2 Wf5 
22 g4 ^d3+ 23 &g3 We4 24 Wxe4 i.xe4 
25 ®xc7 ‘if 7 gave Black good compen¬ 
sation foT the exchange in W.Bunk- 
F.TarTio Ocana, correspondence 2008; 
White has trouble developing and Black 
even went on to win. 

c2) 15 <Se4 ®de5 16 <Sxe5 ^xe5 17 
Sdl (Black looks okay after 17 £>c5 Wd4 
18 JLe3 Wc4) 17...i.a6! 18 Wc2 b3! 19 
Wxb3 (ot 19 axb3 ±d3) 19...fixb3 20 
Sxd8 ^f3+ 21 i.xf3 Sbxf3 22 Sxf8+ 
Sxf8 23 a4 Sd8 24 ±e3 -&xb2 25 Sbl 
JLe5 26 a5 was agreed drawn in 
M.Jones-H.GTabneT, correspondence 
2007. 



11.. .e6! 

This is a typical, flexible move in the 
Panno. Instead ll...e5 12 dxe5 (12 d5 b4 
is less clear) I2...^xe5 13 ®xe5 dxe5 14 
iLe3 looks favourable for White because 
of the weaknesses on the c-file, while 

11.. .^d7 12 iig5 (ot 12 JLeB) 12 ...h 6 13 
i.e3 has scored pooTly f ot Black. 


Black's most common alternative is 

11.. .b4. AfteT 12 ^d5 he has: 

a) 12...^.d7 13 ^xf6+ exf6 (even 
worse is 13...^xf6 14 ith6 i.g7 - ot 

14 .. .5e 8 15 e5! - 15 -&xg7 ixg7 16 Scl) 
14 ^.f4 Se8 15 Scl when White is bet¬ 
ter, as given by Avmkh. 

b) 12...<Sa5 13 <£sxf6+ JLxf6 14 .&h6 
Se8 15 Scl similarly gave White a 
pleasant advantage in M.Amanov- 
E.Yanayt, Las Vegas 2010. 

c) 12...®xd5 13 exd5 £>a5 14 ±g5 
Se8 15 Scl Sb5 16 <£h2l? b3 17 JLd.2J 
bxa2 was K.UTban-T.PetTosian, Warsaw 
2005. Now the obvious 18 b4l ®b7 19 
Wa4 looks good for White, as Black’s 
knight will Temain out of play. 

d) 12...^d7 13 ±g5 h6 and now: 



dl) 14 .&e3 is played the most often, 
but 14 ...e 6 15 <£)f4 e5 16 ®d5 exd4 17 
<£>xd4 ^xd4 18 i.xd4 ^e5 (ot 18...C5 19 
i.xg7 < S’xg7 20 Wc 2 £>e5 21 Sadi £>c6 
with even chances in K.SpTaggett- 
K.BeTbatov, Seville 2009) 19 f4 c5l 20 
JLf 2 ^c6?! 21 e5! dxe5 22 Jk.xc5 gave 
White the initiative in S.Lputian- 
M.Etdogdu, HeTaklion 2007. HoweveT, 


44 



Panno Variation: 7 £l c3 a6 8 h3 St>8 9 e4 


20...4M7! improves and gives Black a 
decent position. 

d2) 14 Wcl looks too fancy after 
14~.hxg5 15 Wxc6 e6 16 4ixc7 Sb6 17 
Wc2 Ab7 with the idea of ...2c6. 

d3) 14 Scl is the problem. This has 
not been seen in practice, but it is 
quickly found by the computer and was 
recommended by Avmkh. Black has 
problems after both 14—&b7 15 Sxc6 
hxg5 16 £\xb4 and 14...hxg5 15 2xc6. 

Now we Tetum to ll...e6: 



12 Wc2 

Other moves have failed to trouble 
Black in the slightest: 

a) 12 ^.e3?! b4 13 4ia4 and now 

13..~&.b7 was fine foT Black in L.PoTtisch- 
A.AdoTjan, Budapest 1975, but 13.-4.ixe4 
is moTe critical. AfteT 14 Wc2 Ab7 15 
Wxe4 4ixd4 16 Wxb7 Sxb7 Adorjan con¬ 
sidered 17 4^xd4 to be winning foT 
White, but afteT 17...C5! Black is better. 
The point is that afteT something like 18 
4ixe6 fxe6 19 ii.xb7 Black has 19-Wd7! 
attacking two loose minoT pieces. 

b) 12 e5 dxe5 13 £>xe5 was 
J.NogueiTas-H.PecoTelli GaTcia, 5anta 


ClaTa 2001. Here 13-4ixd4! 14 Ae3 c5 
15 Axd 4 cxd 4 16 4ic6 Wb6 17 4ie2 
(worse is 17 £\xb8 dxc3 18 £\c6 cxb2 19 
Sbl Ab7 when Black has more than 
enough foT the exchange) 17-.Sb7 18 
Wxd4 4id5 19 Wxb6 Sxb6 is faiTly level. 

c) 12 d5 b4! (instead 12...£\e7 13 
dxe6 Axe6 is fine foT Black, but 13 a3l? 
is a little annoying) 13 dxc6 bxc3 14 
bxc3 e5 and Black’s better pawn struc¬ 
ture gives him good chances: f ot exam¬ 
ple, 15 Wa4 (Black was also doing well 
afteT 15 c4 Sb6 16 c5 2xc6 17 cxd6 cxd6 
18 AqS Aa6 in K.UTban-V. Ivanchuk, 
Warsaw (rapid) 2009) 15-Sb6 16 Ae3 
Sa6 17 Wb4 Exc6 18 ^d2 Ae6 19 c4 
Sa6 20 c5 Wa8 and Black stood well in 
P.Tregubov-F.NijboeT, Istanbul 2003. 

12...b413 4te2 Abj 14 4tf4 



White has moTe space, but Black has 
good development and dynamic poten¬ 
tial. Black has several options, but the 
best course is to maintain the tension. 

14...£la5!? 

A TaTe but interesting move which 
was not considered by Avmkh. However, 
preparing ...c5 is a normal idea. There 
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are several alternatives: 

a) 14...e5?! 15 dxe5 dxe5 16 £\d3 Se8 
17 ^c5 gave White an obvious advan¬ 
tage in Z.Blazsik-D.Camper, correspon¬ 
dence 1997. Black has to be careful 
about weakening the c5-square like this. 

b) 14...£te7l? has been played a few 
times. After 15 J.d2 Wd7 the position is 
unclear. 



c) 14...^d7 is similar in spirit after 15 
d5 (also possible is the less forcing 15 
Ae3) 15...exd5 16 4}xd5 and now: 

cl) I6...£\c5l? 17 Ag5 £\d4 18 Wd 2 
£>xf3+ 19 icxf3 #d7 20 ftf6+ (or 20 ±g4 
®b5 21 £>f6+ ^h8 with the idea of ...h6) 

20...Jb<f6 21 i.xf6 Wxh3 looks risky, but 
Black has counterplay. 

c2) I6...3e8 17 i.g5 Wc8 18 Sad 
h6!? (instead l8...Sa8 19 b3 Sa5 20 Wd2 
£\c 5 21 fth2 <§ie5 22 £tf6+ ii.xf6 23 icxf6 
<2ted3 24 Wi6 <5ie6 was J.Horton- 
A.Vorobiev, correspondence 2006, and 
here Avrukh suggests 25 £}g4! Sh5 26 
Wd2 ftxel 27 Sxel with excellent at¬ 
tacking chances for White) 19 Ad2 Sa8 
20 £\xb4 (after 20 b3 Sa5 21 ftxb4 Sc5 
the e4-pawn will fall) 20...ftxb4 21 icxb4 


c5 22 J.a3 (this puts the bishop out of 
play, but 22 ilc3 Sxa2 looks okay for 
Black) 22...£te5 gives Black active play. 



15 Ad2 

Instead 15 e5 dxe5 (or 15...<S^d5!?) 16 
dxe5 <£>d7 17 ^d3 can still be met by 

17.. .C5!. After 18 JLg5 (or 18 £}xc5 ®c7 
19 i.e3 £>xe5) lS..Mb6 19 b3 Sfc8 Black 
was doing well and went on to win in 
M. Petrillo-H.Grabner, correspondence 
2004. 

15.. .C5 

Black is able to play this move be¬ 
cause of his pressure on the e4-pawn. 

16 dxc 5 dxc 5 17 Sadi 

After 17 Wxc5? I £\xe4 18 ^xb4 <£sxd2 
19 Wxd2 ilxf3 20 Wxd8 Sfxd8 21 J.xf3 
Sxb2 Black regains the pawn and has a 
strong initiative. 

17.. .«b6 

17...We7l? is also possible. 

18 £>e5 Sfd8 

Black has also tried I8...3bc8. After 

19 £>fd3 Wb5! 20 a4 bxa3 21 bxa3 c4 22 
Sbl Wa6 23 £>b 2 c3 24 JLxc3 £\d7 25 
JLfl Wa8 26 £tec4 ^.xc3 27 Wxc3 £}xc4 
28 £}xc4 -a-xe4 the position was equal 
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and eventually drawn in N.Bensiek- 
T.Zwicker, correspondence 2007. 



19 ile3?! 

After this Black seizes the initiative. 
Better was 19 ^fd3 fibc8 20 Wa4 .&c6!? 

21 4jxc6 <S^xc6 when Black’s active 
pieces and control of d4 compensate foT 
White's bishop-paiT. 

19.. .3.dl 20 Wxdl 

If 20 Sxdl bB! 21 axb3 Wxb3 and 
Black has the initiative afteT 22 #xb3 (ot 

22 ®bl i.xe4!) 22...<SM>3. 

20.. .Wc7! 

Not 20...£)xe4? 21 £)d7. 

21 <£ied3 <^xe4 22 Wc 2 

White attacks not only the c5-pawn, 
but also the b4-pawn due to the pin on 
the c-file. However, even though White 
is able to win back the pawn Black man¬ 
ages to keep the upper hand in the 
complications. 

22.. .C4 

If 22 ...jLf8 23 £ixb4, but 22...Wc8!? 
was tempting: 23 <£)xc5 (23 .&xe4 would 
win back the pawn, but hand Black a 
powerful bishop-pah) 23 ...^xc5 24 

Wxc5 Wxc5 25 i.xc5 i.xg 2 26 &xg 2 


jLxb2 with an extTa pawn. 

23 £ixb4 £)d6 24 i.xb7 Wxb7 



Black was clearly better in S.Swapnil- 
M.Hebden, Hastings 2010/11, as his 
king is the safeT and he controls the 
light squares. 

B) 10 e5 



White pushes forward. Now Black 
can go into an endgame or play for 
complications. 

Bl: 10...dxe5 
B2:10..Ad7 

Bl) 10...dxe5 11 dxe5 
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ll...Wxdl 

Trading queens is probably best. 
Black's position is quite sound, but there 
aTe certain dTawish tendencies in the 
endgame. Instead the TaTe ll...£sd7l? 
has generally been condemned, but it is 
not so clean AfteT 12 e6 fxe6 13 We2 
(alternatively, 13 £>g5 £sd4 14 ice3 4ib6 
15 cxb5 axb5 is comfortable for Black, 
while 13 cxb5 axb5 14 We2 b4 is varia¬ 
tion 'c' in the notes to White’s 11th 
move in Line A), 13...b4l? could be tTied. 
12 Sxdl thdl 



13 e6 

It appears that the e5-pawn is just 
lost, so White at least destroys Black's 


pawn structure. However, he can also 
consider 13 cxb5 axb5 14 Ae3l? (14 e6 
fxe6 transposes back to the main line) 
and now: 

a) 14-..^dxe5?l loses material afteT 
15 £>xe5 £>xe5 16 ica7. 

b) 14-b4 15 4id5 e6 (afteT 

15.. .41dxe5?! 16 Sad £sxf3+ 17 ilxf3 e6 
18 4ixc7 4ie5 19 icg2 when White’s 
threats of JLa7 and f4 gave him a win¬ 
ning position in Bu Xiangzhi-N.Sama- 
kov, Guangzhou 2010) 16 ^xc7 £>cxe5 
17 <£>d4! (afteT 17 £ixe5 ^.xe5 18 Sacl 
b3 19 axb3 Sxb3 20 jLh6 JLg7 21 ±f4 
£>e5 Black was fine in J.Bemasek-M.Koz- 
ak, ZdaT nad Sazavou 2007) 17...^.b7 18 
Sacl 4ib6 19 b3 was Wu Shaobin-Lu 
Yijie, Beijing 2010. White's more active 
pieces give him a cleaT advantage. 

c) 14 ...£>b 6 ! 15 ftd4 £ixe5 16 ±f4 b4 
17 ii.xe5 i.xe5 18 4^c6 bxc3 19 bxc3 was 
D.BochaTov-L.ATonian, Moscow 2004- 
Here Black could play 19...^.xc3l 20 Sacl 
(if 20 £ixb8 JLxal 21 Bxal jLxh3!) 

20.. .1.b2 21 Sbl i.f6 22 £ixb8 ilf5 when 
he is doing well. 

13—fxe6 14 cxb5 axb5 
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In return foT the sacrificed pawn, 
White has the easier development and 
has damaged Black's pawn structure. 
White has enough foT the pawn, but 
Black should not experience any signifi¬ 
cant problems. Now White has a choice: 

Bll.15i.e3 
B12:15 i.f4 

Instead 15 £}g5 is not very danger¬ 
ous. AfteT 15 ...£sd4 16 J.e3 c5 17 <£>ce4 
e5 18 J.xd4 Black can play I8...cxd4, 
which allows an immediate draw with 
19 £>e6 Se8 20 £>c7 Sd8 21 fte6, ot 

I8...exd4 19 £>e6 fif5 20 Sacl i.b7 21 
£s4xc5 £>xc5 22 ^xc5 i.xg2 23 < &xg2 
Sc8 24 ^d3 Sc4 with equality in Z.Ne- 
meth-Z.Ballai, Hungarian League 2000. 

Bll) 15 i.e3 



15...^b6 

The alternative 15...b4 16 <£>a4 £>ce5 
(l6...£kle5 17 <£)xe5 £>xe5 18 Sacl is 
good foT White) has scored well foT 
Black, but I am not so suTe it is good: 17 
£sd4 (instead 17 £>xe5 i.xe5 18 i.c6 


i.d6 19 i.a7 Sb7 20 i.xb7 i.xb7 gave 
Black good compensation foT the ex¬ 
change in U.HeTTmann-A.5chaTtneT, cor¬ 
respondence 1996) 17...£lb6 18 ftxb6 
Sxb6 19 Sacl Sd6 20 Sxc7 i.a6 21 
Sxe7 Sfd8 22 Sd2 i.f6 was P.Nikolic- 
A.Zapata, Tunis Interzonal 1985. Now 23 
Sxe6! with the idea of 23...£sc4 24 £}c6! 
would have been very strong. 
I6£)g5£sb4 

Black has also tried I6...£te5. AfteT 17 
i.c5 (White should probably just play 17 
i.d4 h6 18 4}ge4 with compensation foT 
the pawn) 17 ...h 6 18 <£>ge4 b4l 19 i.xb4 
£>d5 20 i.c5 Sxb2 21 Sabi Bxbl 22 
Sxbl, as in P.5zilagyi-A.PeteT, Hungarian 
League 1995, 22...<£>d7! would be awk¬ 
ward foT White. 

17 i-c5 

More solid is 17 Sacl h6 18 £sge4 c6 
19 i.d4 icxd4 20 Sxd4 <2Md5 21 ftc5 
with compensation. 



17...^a6 

17...^4d5l? looks good. 

18 JLd4 b4 

Now 19 icxg7 '4?xg7 20 <£>ce4 would 
be approximately equal. Instead 19 £}e2 


49 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


allowed Black to take over after 19...e5 
20 i.e3 h6 21 £ie4 ^.e6 22 b3 £id5 in 
Z.MamedjaTova-Y.Dembo, Leon 2001. 

B12) 15 i.f4 



This is more common. 

15-b4 

This forcing move scores the best. In¬ 
stead 15...e5 16 Jte3 just takes away the 
e5-squaTe from Black’s pieces. However, 

15...^de5 16 <?Jxe5 £>xe5 17 Had c5 is a 
solid alternative. Then: 

a) 18 a4 is harmless: I8...bxa4 19 
£ixa4 c4 20 Hc2 (20 i.xe5 i.xe5 21 Sxc4 
icxb2 is also level, as 22 Hbl can be met 
by 22...Ae5) was R.Vaganian-V.KupTei- 
chik, USSR Championship, Vilnius 1980. 
Now the simplest is 20...fib4 21 4}c5 
£}d3 when the coming exchanges will 
leave Black with a useless extTa pawn 
and a likely draw. 

b) 18 Ae3 £>c 4! 19 Axes £ixb2 20 
Hd2 ii.xc3! (initiating mass liquidation) 
21 Hxc 3 £ia4 22 Hcl ®xc5 23 fixes -&b7 
24 fixbS -&xg2 25 fixb8 Hxb8 26 &xg2 
fia8 led to a draw in P.Nikolic-P.Acs, 
Tripoli 2004. 


c) 18 fic 2 c4 19 fie 2 Sxf4! 20 gxf4 
®d3 21 ice4 b4 22 <5^a4 was played in 
K.ATkell-R.ByTne, London 1991. Here 

22.. .1.d7! 23 b3 -&xa4 (but not 23...£ixf4 
24 fied2 Axa4 25 fid8+ fixd8 26 fixd8+ 
<4>f7 27 bxa4 £>e 2 + 28 <i>g 2 £ic 3 29 Ac6 
when White’s a-pawn is too dangerous) 
24 bxa4 £>xf4 25 He3 c3 gives Black 
enough compensation foT the exchange. 

d) 18 £>e4 c4 19 £>c5 Hb6 20 b3 cxb3 
(simpler than 20...fid6, although this 
looks okay too afteT 21 fiel fifs 22 bxc4 
bxc4 23 icxeS Axes 24 fixc4 Ad4 25 
£>e4 5d8) 21 axb3 fid6 22 fiel £id3 23 
Jk.xd6 £ixel 24 Axe7 Se8 25 <£>e4 £ixg2 
26 4}d6 <£>f4l (this time Black Tuins the 
white pawn stmctuTe) 27 gxf4 Sxe7 28 
fixc8+ icf8 29 £>xb5 Hb7 30 £sd4 &f7 31 
£sf3 (ot 31 Hc6 JLe7 32 4^2 JLf6 33 
£)xe6 fixb3 '/i-'h M.Schulze- 
V.Chetvertakoff, correspondence 2008) 

31.. ~&.h6 '/i-'/i A.Goldin-E.GleizeTov, 

USSR 1986. 



16 <Sla4 <£>b6 17 £ixb6 

Instead 17 £>c5?! is natural but not 
very good: 17...^d5 18 £ig5?! (White 
could not bring heTself to play 18 iccl) 
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18.. .-SM4 19 JLxc6 £>e2+ 20 ifl £>d4 
gave Black good chances in D.Harika- 
T.Abrahamyan, Yerevan 2006. 

17.. .5xb6 



18 ±xc7 

White has a reasonable alternative 
in 18 Sad. AfteT l8...jLxb2 19 icxc7 Sa6 
20 Sc4 (worse is 20 Sc5?! Sf5 21 Sc4 
Sd5! when Black had the initiative and 
an extTa pawn in U.Adianto-T.Shaked, 
New York 1994), Black has a broad 
choice: 

a) 20...Sxa2?! 21 Sxc6 i.b7 22 £>g5! 
JLxc6 23 ^.xc6 Sal 24 Sxal Axal 25 
4ixe6 Sf6 26 ^.d5 if7 27 g4 was win¬ 
ning foT White in R.Vaganian-F.NijboeT, 
Antwerp 1997. If 27...Sxe6 28 g5l and 
Black will Tun out of moves. 

b) 20...e5 21 £sg5 (21 £>el!? is an¬ 

other idea) 21 ...£>d4 22 Sxb4 (and here 
White could consider 22 ^.fl!?) 

22...£>e2+ 23 ihl i.d4 24 Sb8 £>c3 25 
Sd 2 h6 26 £rf3 £>e4 27 £>xd4 £>xd2 28 
JLxe5 and White had good compensa¬ 
tion foT the exchange in P.Van deT SteT- 
Ten-F.NijboeT, Wijk aan Zee 1998. 

c) 20...jLf6 21 h4 (21 £>el!?) 21...e5 22 


£sg5 £sd4 23 Sxb4 ig7 looks okay foT 
Black. AfteT 24 i.d5?! £>e2+ 25 ig2 £>c3 
26 Sd3 £sxd5 27 Sxd5 Sxa2 Black had 
all the chances in M.Bosboom-F.NijboeT, 
Rotterdam 2000. 

d) 20....&.C3 looks like a good move. 
Black secures both his bishop and the 
b4-pawn. Following 21 £sg5 h6 (Black 
could even consider 21...£sa7!?) 22 
Sxc6?! (afteT 22 £>e4 £>a5 23 Sc5 £>b7 
24 Sc4 Black can play on with 

24.. .£sd6!?, but White could consider 22 
Jb<c6 hxg5 23 a4l?) 22...hxg5 23 Ad8 
Sxc6 24 .&xc6 if7 25 ±a5 &a6 26 a3 
i.e 2 27 Sd7, 27...bxa3 28 i.xc3 Sc8 se¬ 
emed a draw in D.Ippolito-M.Lee, Phila¬ 
delphia 2008, but Black could have 
played foT more with 27...Sc8! 28 JLb7 
bxa3 29 Axc 8 jLxa5 when the a-pawn is 
very dangerous. 

18.. .5.6 

This is more active than l8...Sb7, al¬ 
though this should be playable as well: 
19 ±f4 Axb 2 20 Sabi i.c3 21 £>g5 Sb6 
22 £>e4 (22 i.e3 Sa6 23 £>e4 e5 24 £>xc3 
bxc3 25 Sbcl £>d4 26 icxd4 exd4 27 
Sxd4 Ae6 was equal in E.GelleT-G.Sax, 
SkaTa 1980) 22...±d4 23 Sbcl e5 24 JLh6 
Sd8 25 £sc 5 Sd6 26 £se4 Sd8 was un¬ 
clear in A.Goldin-H.GTuenbeTg, Moscow 
1989. 

19 Sd2 i.h6 

Black forces the play. Also possible is 

19.. .^a5 20 Sc2 (White could try 20 
Sell? ,&h6 21 JLf4 Jb<f4 22 gxf4 when 
both sides have ugly pawns, but White 
is the moTe active) 20...£sb3 (ot 20...JLb7 
21 £sg5 i.xg2 22 ixg2 £>b3) 21 Sei 
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Sxa2 22 Ae5 Jk.f6 with a draw in 
R.Kempinski-B.Socko, German League 
2005. 

20Se2 



20..JSxf3 21 i.xf3 £ d4 22 .&g4 ®xe2+ 
23 i.xe2 Hc6 24 .&e5 i-g7 25 i.xg7 
&xg7 

The endgame is completely equal. 
AfteT 26 a4 Sc2 27 ±fl Sxb2 28 a5 b3 
29 Ac 4 *f6 30 h4 &e5 31 a6 Sa2 32 
Sxa2 bxa2 33 ^.xa2 Axa6 the game was 
drawn in G.Gajewski-F.NijboeT, Warsaw 
2005. 

B2) 10...ftd7 

Instead of going into an endgame, 
Black is Teady foT complications. White 
has two main tries f ot an advantage: 

B 21 : 11 cxb5 
B22:11 e6 

Instead 11 ^g5? wins a piece, but it 
is poody timed. Black will be able to cap¬ 
ture on c4 at some point, giving him 
another pawn foT the piece compared 
with Line B21: foT example, ll...dxe5 12 


Jtxc6 exd4 13 <£ie 2 ^e5 (I3...bxc4l? 14 
< Sxd4 ®c5 is also possible) 14 ®xd4 
(even worse aTe 14 icg2 ^xc4 and 14 
cxb5 h6 15 £lf3 ®xc6 16 bxc6 .&xh3 17 
Sel e5) 14...£sxc4 and the attack on the 
d4-knight will give Black time to play 
...h6 and ...icxh3, with three good pawns 
foTthe piece. 

B 21 ) 11 cxb5 axb5 12 £)g5 

Instead 12 e6 is not dangerous afteT 

12...fxe6 13 d5 ftb4 14 ^g5 <£c5 15 
dxe6 i.b7l? (Boel mentions some alter¬ 
natives such as 15...®bd3 16 £>f7 We8 
17 ®h6+ r 4>h8 18 £lf7+ Sxf7l ot 
15-Sf5!? 16 g4 Sxg5 17 -&xg5 i.xe6) 16 
i.xb7 Sxb7 17 ice3 ^bd3 and Black had 
the initiative in D.BaTlov-J.Piket, Wijk 
aan Zee 1985. 



Now Black is committed to a piece 
sacrifice which he can make in various 
ways. 

12...dxe5 

Instead 12...®dxe5 is almost cer¬ 
tainly wrong, as afteT 13 dxe5 ®xe5 14 
£)f3 <£xf 3 + 15 «xf3 b4 16 ^e4 d5? 
(16...C5 is better but still looks insuffi- 
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dent) 17 ftc5 White was much better in 
Xu Jun-M.A1 Modiahki, Kolkata 2001. 
Black does have a couple of interesting 
alternatives, however: 

a) 12...£ixd4 leads to an ending 
where Black has two pawns foT a piece. 
This line has been contested in several 
battles between the English Grandmas¬ 
ters ATkell and Hebden, but I think Black 
is Teally just trying to hold on here. AfteT 
13 Wxd4 £>xe5 14 ®h4 h6 White has: 



al) 15 £ixf3+ 16 iixf3 e6 (in¬ 
stead I6...g5 17 Wh5 b4 18 £ie4 looks 
better foT White, but afteT l8..JLf5 19 
itg2 d5 20 Sdl e6 the position was un¬ 
clear in K.ThoTsteins-J.Van deT Wiel, 
Reykjavik 1985) 17 Wxd8 2xd8 18 a4! 
bxa4 19 Sxa4 c5 (worse is 19...d5 20 
2a5! when Black’s pawns were block¬ 
aded in K.ATkell-M.Hebden, London 
1999) 20 Sdl d5 21 h4 i.d7 22 2a5 
2dc8 is uncleaT. AfteT 23 £>xd5 exd5 24 
icxd5 (K.ATkell-M.Hebden, British 
League 1998), Black’s best is 24..~&d4 
with the idea of 25 2a7 2d8 26 icxh6 
Ae8 27 J.f3 2xb2 with equality. 

a 2 ) 15 £>ge4 e6 (I5...g5 16 JLxgS 


gives White good attacking chances) 16 
Wxd8 2xd8 and now: 



a2l) 17 2dl b4 (ot 17...f5 18 £>c5 £>f7 
19 ftb3 b4 20 4^e2 c5 with uncleaT play 
in K.ATkell-G.Lane, London 1988) 18 £ie2 
icb7 19 f4 (White should pTefeT 19 £>f4, 
as in R.Lovkov-E.Gorovykh, St Petersburg 
2007, which should be somewhat better 
foT White, although the position is not 
totally clear) 19 ...£>c 4 20 Sbl 2a8 21 a3 
bxa3?! 22 bxa3 ^.xe4 23 ^.xe4 d5 24 
JLd3 £>xa3 25 2b3 .&f8 was K.ATkell- 
M.Hebden, Plymouth 1989. Now 26 2c3! 
JLd6 27 -&e3 would Tetain an edge, but 
Black could improve with 21..JLxe4! 22 
Axe4 d5 23 ±d3 £>xa3! 24 bxa3 bxa3 25 
Axa3 2xa3. 

a 22 ) 17 a4 bxa4 18 2dl £>c4 19 
£sxa4 Ad7 20 £iec3 was K.ATkell- 
M.Hebden, Port ETin 1996. Here Black 
should settle foT 20...icxa4 21 ftxa4 
£ixb2 22 4^xb2 i-xb2 23 -&xb2 Sxb2 24 
2acl, although White retains some ad¬ 
vantage as Black’s pawns aTe not easy to 
mobilize. 

b) 12..Jtb7 was very enthusiastically 
endotsed by Gufeld. This is a very CTea- 
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tive try and matters are indeed not so 
cleaT, but it looks to me like the onus is 
on Black afteT 13 e6! (Black was at least 
okay afteT 13 f4 b4 14 <£>e2 <£ib6 15 jLe3 
e6 16 Ml Chel 17 Wb3 i.xg2 18 'i’xg2 
4ied5 in P.Nikolic-F.NijboeT, Leiden 
2007) 13 ...4ixd4 and here: 



bl) 14 exd7 Wxd7 (I4..~&xg2 15 
&xg2 Wxd7 also leaves Black with some 
compensation) 15 M 3 c5 16 Jk.xd4?! 
cxd4 17 4^e2 e5 and Black’s big centre 
gave him enough foT the piece in 
J.RichaTdson-M.Hebden, British League 
2006. 

b2) 14 ^.xb7 Hxb7 15 £}xf7 (instead 
15 exd7 Wxd7 16 a4 bxa4 17 Sxa4 c5 18 
®f3 e5 gave Black good play in K.ATkell- 
E.Gufeld, Hastings 1994/95, but 15 
exf7l? is possible) 15...^a8 (15-Sxf7?! 
was insufficient afteT 16 exf7+ *&h8 17 
£ie4 c5 18 M 3 ®f8 19 a4! in S.Maze- 
M.Hebden, Kilkenny 2010) 16 fth6+ 
Mh6 17 Mh6 £>f3+ 18 <£>g2 Sbb8! 19 
Wd5 c6 20 Wdl 4ide5 21 JLxf8 Sxf8 was 
good foT Black in M.Vujadinovich- 
A.Vujanovich, correspondence 1999. 

b3) 14 <SM7!? Sxf7 (l4...We8!? 15 


£>h6+ <4>h8 16 exd7 Wxd7 gives Black 
some play, even with only one pawn for 
the piece) 15 exf7+ ‘AfS 16 Jtxb7 Sxb7 
and now both 17 M 3 , as in W.Brodda- 
S.Matyukhin, correspondence 2008, and 
17 £>e4l? look favourable for White. 

13 Jlxc6 exd414 <£sxb5 

AfteT 14 £>e2 h6 15 £>f3 e5 Black has 
two pawns and a big centre foT the 
piece. 

14...Hb6 



Black has only one pawn foT the 
piece, but it is not easy f ot White to ex¬ 
tricate his minoT pieces. 

15 £>a7 

The white knight heads into the 
black camp. Instead 15 Wf3? £ie5 wins 
foT Black, while 15 Wc2? £ie5 16 4ia7 
4ixc6 17 £}xc 6 Wd7 gives Black the ini¬ 
tiative afteT 18 4ia7 Mfl ot 18 4ia5 d3. 
White can easily save material with 15 
i.xd7?!, but Black has good play afteT 
15...Wxd7 16 a4 c6 17 £ia3 h6 18 £)f3 
Wd5! (worse is l8...Wxh3?! 19 £>c4 Sb4 
20 £ice5) 19 ^h 2 d3. 

White’s main alternative is 15 £ixd4 
when Black has: 
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a) 15...£)b8 is the main line, but 

White can keep a small edge with 16 
£)de6! (worse is 16 Ae4?! Axd4 17 Wc2 
£\a6 18 Sdl 2d6 19 Ad2 c5 20 Ag2 Af5 
21 4}e4 Wd7l, as in P.Szekely- 

N.Weinstein, Budapest 1976, because 22 
g4 Axe4 23 Axe4 5d8 intending ..JLxf2 
is very good for Black) 16 ...Wxdl (White 
also keeps an edge afteT both I6...fxe6 

17 Wxd8 2xd8 18 Ae4 and l6...Axe6 17 
4}xe6 fxe6 18 Ae4 Axb2 19 Sbl Axel 
20 Sxcl) 17 2xdl Axe6 18 4}xe6 fxe6 19 
Ae4 Axb2 20 Sbl Axel 21 2bxcl and 
White still had a little something to 
work with in K.Arkell-S.Buckley, Mon¬ 
mouth 2001. 

b) 15...Axd4l? is supposed to be bad 
afteT 16 Wxd4 2xc6 17 Wh4, but with 
both sides missing ‘then’ bishop, this 
looks worth a try. AfteT I7...£>f6 White 
has nothing cleaT-cut: foT example, 18 
Wh6 Wd5 ,18 b3 2 c 2 ot 18 Ae3 Ab7. 
15...^b8 

OtheT moves aTe also possible: 

a) 15...h6?! 16 £tf3 Aa6 17 2el £sb8 

18 Ae4?! Wd7! was uncleaT in P.Nikolic- 
J.Nunn, Wijk aan Zee 1982, but 18 Wa4! 


would have been more testing. 

b) 15..Aa6 16 2el <£b8 17 Wa4! e5 
18 Ag2 c5 19 b3! (White intends to play 
£>c6, which would fail to 19...Wd7 if 
White played it immediately; therefore 
he first protects his queen) 19...h6 (the 
immediate 19...'®c7 may be better, but 
Black still fails to equalize: foT example, 
20 Aa3 £sd7 21 Ac6! Ad3 22 Axd7 2a6 
23 £sb5 Wb7 24 £>d6! 2xd6 25 Axc5 
2a6 26 Wb4 Wx d7 27 Axf8 Axf8 28 
Wd2 Wb5 29 2xe5! Wxe5 30 Wxd3) 20 
4ie4 Wc7 21 Aa3 4id7 22 2acl Wxa7 23 
4ixc5 with a cleaT advantage foT White 
in P.Nikolic-H.Kotz, Rethymnon 2003. 

c) 15...2a6!? looks playable: 16 4^xc8 
2xc6 17 £sa7 (Black was already better 
afteT 17 Wa4 ^b8 18 <Sjxe7+ Wxe7 in 
D.Haessel-LZenyuk, Berkeley 2008) 
17...2b6 18 Wa4 (18 a4 ®a8! catches the 
knight) I8...^b8 19 Wc4 (worse is 19 
®b5? Wd7) 19...C6. 



NOW: 

cl) AfteT 20 Af4?! e5 21 Ad2 2a6! 
the knight is trapped. Now White tTies 
to complicate things, but he only makes 
matters worse: 22 Ab4?! (instead 22 
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4^xc6 grabs a pawn, but 22...Sxc6 leaves 
Black much better with his big centre, so 
perhaps White should have tTied 22 f4 
to at least break up the black pawns, 
although afteT 22...exf4 23 icxf4 Sxa7 
Black is doing well) 22..Mxg5^3 Axf8 
JLxf8 (White has given up two pieces foT 
a rook, but his knight remains trapped) 
24 £>b5 cxb5 25 Wxb5 Wd8 (also possi¬ 
ble is 25...i.d6, as 26 We8+ &g7 27 Sacl 
Hxa2 28 Sc8 Sxb2 29 Wg8+ <4>h6 does 
not lead anywhere) 26 Wxe5 d3 27 Sfdl 
d2 28 a4?! icb4 and Black won easily in 
R.Kempinski-F.NijboeT, Hoogeveen 2010. 
c2) 20 Sel Sa6 (even simpler is 

20.. .1 f d7!, as in I.De CaTlos ArTegui- 
F.Munoz MoTeno, correspondence 2007) 
21 £ic8! (Black is better after 21 4^xc6 
Sxc6 ot 21 Wc5 Zh&l) 21 ...e5 22 iLf4! 
Wc7! with complications in P.Nikolic- 
L.Mc5hane, German League 2005. 

16 Ag2 

AfteT 16 £ixc8 Uxc6 17 £sa7 2b6 the 
knight remains trapped. 

16.. JLb7 



17 a4 

White can also try 17 £rf3 and then: 


a) 17...Wd7 18 a4 i.xf3 19 Wxf3 c6 
wins back the piece, but afteT 20 4^xc6 
®xc6 21 a5 White’s bishop-paiT and a- 
pawn gave him the initiative in 

F. 5voboda-J .Galuska, correspondence 

2000 . 

b) 17...C6 18 b3 Sa6 19 i.b2 e5 20 
Sel Sxa7 21 £ixe5 c5 22 i.xb7 2xb7 23 
Wf3 Sa7 24 £>d3 £>d7 25 a4 Wa8! gave 
Black sufficient counterplay in 

G. Castillo-G.5taf, correspondence 2003. 

17..-&xg218 < & > xg2 c6 



Black has finally trapped the knight. 

19 f4 

AfteT 19 Wd3 Wd7 20 4^xc6?! 4^xc6 it 
was Black who had the edge in 
T.Bottema-B.AndeTsson, 5tockholm 1987. 

19—e6 

This is fine, but 19..Sb7, 19...^a6 
and 19...Wd7 look like decent alterna¬ 
tives. 

20 b4 Wd7 21 &a3 

AfteT 21 4^xc6 4^xc6 22 b5 Black has 
sufficient play with either 22...£se7 ot 
22...£ia5. It is not so easy foT White to 
use his queenside pawns, while Black 
has play in the centre and a more se- 
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cure-looking king. With the text, White 
goes for the exchange, but Black has 
more than enough compensation. 
21...®xa7 22 b5 2d8 23 i.c5 cxb5 24 
JLxb6 Wxb6 25 axb5 Wxb5 

Black had no problems here in 
K.Thorsteins-F.Hellers, Groningen 1984. 

B22) 11 e6 



This leads to very complicated play 
which will test the resourcefulness and 
creativity of both players. Despite the 
sharp nature of the ensuing play, the 
positions that arise are still relatively 
unexplored. 

Il...fxe6 12 d5 



White has sacrificed a pawn to cre¬ 
ate pressure on the light squares, espe¬ 
cially with £yf3-d4. Black has several 
possibilities: 

B221:12...exd5 
B222:12. J2ke5 
B223:12...£sa5 

There are a couple of rare alterna¬ 
tives: 

a) 12...bxc4?! 13 dxc6 4k5 occurred 
in I.Manor-M.Hebden, London 1987. 
Here 14 We2 d5 15 £)e5 would leave 
Black struggling to justify his piece sac¬ 
rifice. 

b) 12...£ia7!? looks strange, but has 
no obvious flaw: 13 dxe6 (after 13 £>d4 
both 13 ...£lb6 and 13 ...£}e5 look play¬ 
able) 13...^6 (or 13...^c5!?) 14 <£)g5 (or 
14 cxb5 £)xb5 15 £)xb5 axb5 16 £)d4 
when both I6...icb7 and I6...icxd4l? 17 
Wxd4 ^.xe6 are possible), and now in¬ 
stead of 14...bxc4 15 a4! with some ini¬ 
tiative in M.Ragger-M.Krylov, Moscow 
2010, Black could try 14...£)xc4!?. 

B 221 ) I2...exd5 

This move has been played more 
than the others. Black has not scored 
very well, but I think it remains playable. 

13 cxd5 

Instead 13 cxb5 is not dangerous. Af¬ 
ter 13...axb5 (Black can also play 
13 ...<£)a5 which is Line B223) 14 £)g5 
£id4 15 icxd5+ v?h8 16 ±e3 (if 16 ®f7+ 
Sxf7 17 icxf7 £se5 and ...icxh3 is good 
for Black) 16...C5 17 Axd4 cxd4 18 £)e6 
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Wb 6 19 £ixf 8 dxc 3 20 4Je6 (better is 20 
£ixd7 ^.xd7 21 bxc3 Jlxc3, although 
Black has good compeusatiori for the 
exchange) 20 ...cxb 2 21 fibl jLf 6 and 
Black was much better in K.Aseev- 
G.Lane, London 1994. 



13...^a5 

Black has otheT moves: 

a) 13...£>ce5 is natural, but the 
knight is not stable here: 14 £>d4 £sb6 
(very bad is 14... c5 15 dxc6 £sb6 16 b3 e6 
17 .&e3, K.Aseev-H.TiTaTd, Paris 1996) 15 
4ice2 (White intends £Jf4 with a gTip on 
the e6-squaTe, but 15 f4l? c5 16 dxc6 
Gsf7 17 ite3 looks dangerous: for exam¬ 
ple, 17...&C4 18 ±f2 4ixb2? 19 We2 £>c4 
20 4id5 wins foT White) 15 ...JLd7 
(15...C5? 16 dxc6 £if7 17 £>f4 d5 18 £ide6 
jLxe6 19 4Jxe6 Wd6 20 4Jxf8 Sxf8 21 
jk.e3 and White was winning in 
D.Ippolito-V.GTechikhin, Groningen 
1996 ) 16 £>f 4 Wc8 17 £>de6 Sf6 18 £>xg7 
l i > xg7 19 b3 c5 with an uncleaT position 
in D.Lopushnoy-O.Loskutov, Krasnoyarsk 
1998. 

b) Again the stTange move 13...£>a7l? 
looks playable. AfteT 14 £>d4 (14 ice3 


4ib6 15 4jg5 We8 looks okay for Black) 

14 ...£)f 6 (another idea is 14...£>c5l? in¬ 
tending 15 b4 e5!) 15 Sel (15 b4 e5! 16 
dxe6 c5 is another thematic idea) 15...b4 
16 £ice2 c5! 17 dxc6 e5 18 £sb3 d5 19 
Ag5 4 jxc 6 20 icxf6 Wxf6 21 Wxd5+ '^h8 
22 Wxc6 Wxf2+ 23 &hl ±b7! 24 Wxb7 
Sxb7 25 jLxb7 e4 the tactics had cleariy 
worked out in Black’s favouT in 
A.PaTtenheimeT-J.Nunn, German League 
2001. 

14^>d4 



14...£)b6!? 

This is untTied, but looks best: 

a) 14...£tf6 does not look combative 
enough. AfteT 15 b4 e5 16 dxe6 c5 17 
bxa5 cxd4 18 4ie2 JLxe6 19 £sxd4 White 
was betteT in E.Moldobaev-E.GleizeTov, 
PavlodaT 1987. 

b) 14...£>e5 is the most common. 
White has: 

bl) 15 b4 £iac4 16 f4 (ot 16 Sbl i.d7 
17 l 4 > h2 Sc8!?) I6...£if7! 17 £>c6 We8 18 
£>xb8 jLf5! 19 Sf3 Wxb8 20 g4 Wb6+ 21 
, 4 > h2 was R.Hubner-J.Nunn, Johannes¬ 
burg 1981. Here 21..JLe4! gives Black 
good play. 
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b2) The positional approach 15 
£ice2! is best. After 15..JLd7 16 <£sf4 the 
grip on the e6-square gave White excel¬ 
lent compensation for the pawn in 
A.Goldin-G.Kosanovic, Belgrade 1988. 

15 b4 

Instead 15 4ice2 is met with the typi¬ 
cal 15...e5l 16 dxe6 c5 when 17 b4l? 
cxd4 18 bxa5 <£jc 419 4ixd4 Ab7 is fairly 
level. 

15...£}ac4 16 £>c 6 ^e 8 17 4ixb8 i.xc3 18 
2bli.b7 



With unclear play and tests required. 

B 222 ) I2...^ce5 13 £ld4 



White cannot be satisfied with 13 


<£>g5?l 4ic5 or 13 cxb5 4ixf3+! 14 JLxf3 
when both I4...axb5 and 14...^e5 15 
i.g2 axb5 favour Black. 

13.. .£sb 6 

This is the only move ever played (or 
even mentioned), but there are other 
moves worth looking into, especially as 
the text is not looking so good: 

a) 13-.We8?! 14 cxb5 (less clear is 14 
4ixe6 bxc4 leading to variation ‘bl’ be¬ 
low) 14 ...£}c 5 15 b4 4icd3 16 bxa6 jLxa6 

17 b5 gives White a clear advantage. 

b) 13...bxc4l? and here: 

bl) 14 £>xe6 We8 15 £>xg7 (15 £>xc7 
Wf7 16 4ie6 <£jd3 17 4ixf8 Wxf8 gives 
Black compensation for the exchange) 

15.. .‘£ > xg7 16 #d4 ‘i’gS 17 f4 £sd3 is un¬ 
clear. 

b2) 14 f4 ^d3 15 4ic6 We8 16 dxe6 
(or 16 4ixb8 4ixb8 with compensation) 

16.. .fixb2! 17 -&xb2 <£i7c 5 is a shocking 
rook sacrifice, but White has trouble 
holding on to the material: for example, 

18 Wc2 4ixb2 19 Wxb2 <£ia4. White 
should instead play the cool 18 fibl i.b7 
(I8...4ixb2 19 fixb2 jLxc3 runs into 20 
fib8!) 19 &d5l. 

14cxb5 <£ixd5 

Janjgava considers this ‘a safe route 
to equality’. Matters are not so simple, 
but the alternatives look even worse: 

a) 14...axb5? 15 f4 c5 16 dxc6 ^ec4 
(or 16...4M7 17 4idxb5) 17 £)cxb5 was 
winning for White in D.lppolito- 
C.Airapetian, US Championship, San 
Diego 2006. 

b) 14...exd5 15 f4 c5 16 bxc6 £>f7 17 
f5! gxf5 18 4ixd5 4ixd5 19 Jb<d5 .&xd4+ 
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20 Wxd4 e6 21 J.g2 with a big advan¬ 
tage in M.Marin-V.Milov, Batumi 1999. 

15 4btd5 exd5 16 f4 



16.. .C5 17 J.xd5+ 

The position is messy afteT 17 bxc6 
£tf718 J.xd5 J.xh3 or 18 f5 Wa5. 

17.. .5.8 

Not 17...£)f7 18 £>c6. 

18 ^e6 

Black definitely has counterchances 
afteT 18 bxa6 J.xh3 19 a7 cxd4 20 
axb8W #xb8 as the e5-knight is im¬ 
mune. 

18.-Ji.xe619 J.xe6 « f7 20 bxa6 

Another example of Black creating 
counteTplay went 20 Wd5 4lh6 21 bxa6 
Wa5 22 Wd3 4lf5 23 Sbl £>d4 24 J.d5 
Sb6 25 J.C4 e6 26 Wdl #b4 27 b3 d5 28 
J.d3 £ib5 29 &h2 (29 Wd2l?) 29...Sxa6 
30 a4 4lc3 31 J.d 2 Sb6 32 #f3 Wd4 33 
J.xc3 Wxc3 and by now Black had finally 
equalized in A.Goldin-D.Edelman, New 
YoTk 1993. 

20.. .H>6 

Janjgava gave this position as un¬ 
clear. This is tTue enough, but the onus 
is still on Black to create enough coun¬ 


teTplay. White has the bishop-paiT (the 
light-squaTed bishop is especially 
strong), while Black has Benko-like 
counteTplay on the queenside and 
White's king is not completely comfort¬ 
able. 



21 J.C4 

Instead 21 ®e2 £id8 22 Ac4 £ic6 23 
J.e3 was drawn in M.Konopka-V.Babula, 
Zlin 1998. AfteT 23 ...£>d4 24 itxd4 
J.xd4+ 25 &h2 Wxb2 26 Sael White 
still has somewhat betteT chances, how¬ 
ever. 

21.. .e6! 

Not 21..JLxb2? 22 J.xb2+ Wxb2 23 
J.xf7 Sxf7 24 Sbl Wxbl 25 Wxbl Sxbl 
26 Sxbl and White wins. 

22 J.xe6 J.d4+ 

This is better than 22...C4+ 23 >fcb2 c3 
24 bxc3 J.XC3 25 J.d2! ot 22...Wxa6 23 
Bel J.xb2 24 J.xb2+ Sxb2 25 Sbl, as in 
both cases White has a seTious advan¬ 
tage. 

23 &hl 

AfteT 23 < S>h2 the king looks more 
exposed on the second Tank. 

23.. .#xa6 
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24 f 5 

Instead 24 Sel Wc6+ 25 &V 12 £ie5! 
with ideas like ...£>f3+ and ...d5 gives 
Black good counterplay. 

24.. .£se5 25 Hbl gxf5 26 icd5 

White acquiesces to a level end¬ 
game. Instead 26 fixfs? loses after 

26.. .5.f5 27 ilxf5 Wc6+, while 26 icxf5 
Wxa2 27 Wh5 Sf7 gives Black good play. 

26.. M 27 Af4 Wxdl 28 Sbxdl Sxb2 
29 i.h6 Se8 30Sxf5 

Here J.Ramik-J.Riha, correspondence 
2002, was agreed drawn. 

B223)l2...<^a5 

This move has not been played very 
often, but it is thematic and probably 
best. 

13 cxb5 

Worse is 13 £ld4 icxd4! 14 Wxd4 e5 
when Black will capture on c4. White 
does not have enough for two pawns. 

13.. .exd5 

Again, Black has alternatives: 
a) 13...£rf6 14 Wa4 £)b7 (after 14...C5 
15 dxc6 axb5 16 £)xb5 ^xc6 looks okay 
for Black, but 15 bxc6! ^xd5 16 £)xd5 


exd5 17 Wh4 gives White a king side ini¬ 
tiative) 15 £)d4 *^c5 16 Wdl axb5l? 
(shocking, but playable) 17 <£)c6 We8 18 
£)xb8 b4 19 dxe6?l (19 £ie2 £)xd5 is un¬ 
clear) 19...bxc3 and Black had excellent 
play in D.Lopushnoy-Diobzhanidze, St 
Petersburg 1997. 

b) 13...£lb6 14 £sg5 (14 bxa6 Aa6 
gives Black good play) 14...axb5 15 dxe6 
WeS 16 Sel b4 17 £se 2 c5 18 £sf4 ±b7 
19 ii.xb7 Sxb7 20 h4l? was V.Cmilyte- 
A.Bodnaruk, St Petersburg 2009. Black 
has a good structure and active pieces, 
but White has some king side chances. 

c) 13...axb5 is a good alternative. Af¬ 
ter 14 £ld4 (instead 14 £sg5 £tf6 15 
£)xe6 jLxe6 16 dxe6 b4 17 £se4 £)xe4 18 
icxe4 c6 was unclear in N.Grandelius- 
A.Ziegler, Swedish League 2010, and 
14...£sc5!? was also possible) 14...£>e5 
(another idea is 14~.ii.xd4!? 15 Wxd4 b4 
intending 16 dxe6 c5) White has: 



cl) 15 f4 b4! gives Black counterplay. 
c2) 15 £scxb5 exd5 16 ±xd5+ &h8 
leaves White overextended. Both ..Jcxh3 
and ...c5 are threatened. 

c3) 15 £)xe6 jLxe6 16 dxe6 b4 17 
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^d5 c6 18 4if4 b3 with a murky position 
in R.Hubner-B.Belotti, Swiss League 
1998. 

c4) 15 b4 c5! 16 dxc6 ^exc6 17 Ae3 
®xb4 18 Sbl was V.Nebolsina-A.Savina, 
St Petersburg 2010. Now I8...i.xd4! 19 
Axd4 <£bc6 20 i.e3 b4 21 -£e 2 ±a6 
leaves White without sufficient com¬ 
pensation foT the pawn. 

14 £sd4 £sf6 15 ®xd5 

Instead 15 bxa6?! c6 16 a7 Sa8 gives 
Black a strong centre and the tactical 
attempt 17 ®xc6?! ^xc6 18 ®xd5 (18 
l.xd5+ ®xd5 19 Wxd5+ ‘S’hS 20 Wxc6 
Sxa7 also looks good for Black) I8...icd7 
left White with insufficient compensa¬ 
tion foT the piece in M.MaTin-I.Smirin, 
Ramat Aviv 2000. 

15...®xd5 

Worse is 15...axb5 16 icd2! E.GelleT- 
M.ChibuTdanidze, USSR Team Champi¬ 
onship 1981, while 15...e5? fails to 16 
bxa6 exd4 17 a7l. 

16 i.xd5+ *h8 17 bxa6 i.xh3 18 <£ie6 


i.xe6 19 icxe6 c5 20 ±d5 Wb6 21 icg5 



The pawn structure i s similar to that 
in Line B222, but here Black’s knight is 
on the active a5-squaTe and White is not 
a pawn up. Black lost quickly afteT 

21.. .5be8?! 22 Wa4! ®xa6 23 Sael e5 24 
&g 2 e4 25 Shi h5 26 Wdl! Sf 3 27 Sxe4 
Sef8 28 Sf4 and 1-0 in G.Szabo- 
N.Mamedov, Rijeka 2010, but instead 

21.. .®a7l? protects the e7-pawn while 
maintaining the pressure on b2. Then 
22 Sel c4! gives Black counteTplay 
against f2. 
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Panno Variation 

7 £k3 a6 8 h3 Others 


1 d4 £if6 2 C4 g6 3 3 ig7 4 g3 0-0 5 

ig2 d6 6 0-0 <£sc6 7 £>c3 a6 8 h3 

In this chapter we look at lines with 8 
h3 where both sides vary from the varia¬ 
tions in the previous chapter. Line A 
covers White deviations, while Line B 
represents a different approach for 
Black. 

A: 8...2b8 
B: 8...ild7 

A) 8...2b8 






The main move. The critical 9 e4 was 
considered in the last chapter so here 
we look at White’s alternatives. 

Al:9ig5 

A2.-9i.e3 

OtheT moves aTe TatheT uncommon: 

a) 9 a4 is neveT dangerous, as White 
weakens both the b4- and b3-squaTes. 
AfteT 9-.a5 (also possible is 9-fta5 10 b3 
c5 when both 11 id 2 #b6 12 dxc5 dxc5 
13 if4 2a8 and 11 dxc5 £>d7 12 id2 
dxc5 with the idea of ...£ic6 look fine foT 
Black) 10 e4 e5 11 ie3 2e8l? 12 d5 
(Atalik mentions 12 dxe5 dxe5 13 Wxd8 
Hxd8 14 Sfdl ie6 15 £id5 Sd7 16 ®g5 
£>d4l) 12...£lb4 13 4^el £>d7 14 4^a2 
4ia6 (ot 14...£ixa2 15 2xa2 £ic5 16 £\d3 
b6 with equality - Atalik) 15 id2, as in 
A.Wojtkiewicz-S.Atalik, Komotini 1993, 
the simple 15...b6 looks fine foT Black. 

b) 9 a3 is not so harmless, but Black 
has a good response here too: 9—^a5! 
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(worse is 9...b5 10 cxb5 axb5 11 b4!) 10 
Thd2 (Black is fine after 10 b3 b5 11 cxb5 
axb5 12 b4 £ic4) 10...£id7 (ot 10...C5) 11 
e3 c5 12 b4 (this tactical attempt does 
not give White anything, but 12 4}e2 
cxd4 13 £}xd4 £ie5 14 We2 4iec6 leaves 
his position looking a bit silly) I2...cxd4 
13 exd4 was A.DTeev-M.GuTevich, New 
York 1989. Here Black should just play 
13..~&xd4! 14 4ide4 4ic6 15 b5 jLxc3 16 
<5jxc 3 4ice5 17 jLh6 Se8 with a solid 
position and an extTa pawn, since 18 f4? 
fails to I8...4ixc4 19 Wd4 Wb6!. 

c) 9 Wc2 b5 (also possible is 9..-&d7 
10 e4 b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 e5 ±f5 13 We 2 
dxe5 14 dxe5 4id5) 10 cxb5 axb5 11 e4 
(Black wins back the pawn and equal¬ 
izes afteT ll 4ixb5 4ib4 12 Wc4 4ixa2 13 
4ixc7 4ixcl 14 Sfxcl Sxb2, as in 
G.Kuzmin-V.Tseshkovsky, Tashkent 
1980) ll...b412 4ie2 <£sa5 and now: 



cl) 13 JLe3 i.b7 (I3..~&a6 14 Sfel 
£>c4 is a little too ambitious and 15 icg5 
4id716 Sadi h6 17 itcl favoured White 
in B.Damljanovic-G.Timoshenko, Bel¬ 
grade 1995) 14 £sd2 4id7 with the idea 
of ...c5 gives Black his share of the play. 


c 2 ) 13 £sf4 b3l? 14 axb3 4ixb3 15 
Sa7 c5 16 dxc5 £ixc 5 17 e5 £>fd7 18 
exd6 exd6 19 4id5 i.b7 20 Sdl l.xd5! 
21 Sxd5 Wb6 22 Sa2 was V.Tukmakov- 
M.A1 Modiahki, Biel 2002, when 
22...Sfe8 would give Black sufficient 
counteTplay. White has the bishop-pair, 
but Black’s pieces aTe all very active. 

Al)9i-g5 



White provokes ...h6 before going to 
e3. This move has not been seen so 
much since the famous game J.LautieT- 
A.Shirov, Manila Interzonal 1990. It 
turns out that ...h6 haTdly harms Black, 
as White usually keeps the d2-squaTe 
free foT his knight, so the possibility of 
White gaining a tempo with Wd2 is not 
Teally an issue. 

9...h6 

Black usually plays this, but there is 
nothing particularly wrong with 9...b5 
10 cxb5 axb5 11 d5 b4! (this is better 
than ll...£sa5 12 b4 4ic4 13 4id4 i.d7 
14 e3). Also possible is 9..~&d7, as 10 
Wcl does not botheT Black much: foT 
example, 10...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 jLh6 
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b4 13 i.xg7 &xq7 14 4idl Se8 15 4ie3 
e5 16 dxe5 £sxe5 17 £sxe5 Sxe5 and 
Black stood well in A.Escobedo Tinajero- 
A.Zapata, Toluca 2009. 

10i.e3 i.d7 

We will take this as the main line in 
order to keep the repertoire compatible 
with the move order of Line B, but Black 
can also play 10...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 
Wlcl SSh7 13 d5 (after 13 4ixb5 fixb5 14 
Wxc6 Sxb2 15 Sfcl both 15...^.e6 and 

15...Sxe2 are possible) 13...b4 14 dxc6 
bxc3 15 bxc3 (or 15 b3 4ie4!), as in 
G .S chwartzman-A.Ardeleanu, Romanian 
Championship 1994. Now 15...£sd5! 
gives Black good counterplay. 



11 £sd5 

This unusual-looking move occurs 
quite frequently in the Panno. Rather 
than wait for ...b5-b4, White offers to 
exchange knights immediately. Here it 
has some point because of the place¬ 
ment of Black's h-pawn Instead White 
can attack the pawn right away with 11 
Wd2, but the queen is not ideally placed 
here and Black has few troubles after 

ll... ( S’h7 12 Sad b5 and then: 


a) 13 4id5 4ie4 14 Wd3 f5 15 cxb5 
Sxb5 gives Black counterplay. After 16 
£sxc7?! Wxc7 17 d5 4ic5 18 i.xc5 dxc5 
19 dxc6 i.xc6 Black was already better 
in R.Appel-Zianka, German League 
1993. 

b) 13 cxb5 axb5 14 d5 4ia5 15 b3 b4 
16 4ia4 i.xa4 17 bxa4 ^e4 18 Wc 2 £>c3 
19 £)d4 Wd7 20 a3 i.xd4! 21 J.xd4 <£b3! 
22 i.xc3 (Black is also comfortable after 

22 Wxb3 4ixe2+ 23 ( S>h2 4ixd4 24 Wb 2 
<£)f5 25 axb4 Wxa4, although this was a 
better try) 22...bxc3 23 Scdl was 
V.Trichkov-N.Resika, Prague 2000. Here 

23 ...4id2 intending 24 fifel Sb3! would 
have been very strong. 

Il...b5 

Black ignores the threat to double his 
pawns and begins his own play. A solid 
alternative is ll...e6 12 £)xf6+ Wxf6 13 
Wd2 <±>h7 (or 13...g5!?). 

12 4ixf6+exf613 cxb5 



13.. .5xb5! 

The rook is quite active here. Instead 

13.. .axb5 14 Wd2 ^h7 15 Sfcl is a little 
better for White according to Shirov. 

14 Wd2 g5l? 
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Black is ready to use his kingside 
pawn phalanx. 

15 d5 

Instead 15 Sfcl <£>e7 16 £sel <£tf5 is 
unclear according to Lanka, while 15 
£sel has been the subject of a debate 
between two Finnish players which 
turned out well f ot Black: 

a) 15 ...Se 8 16 fid £sb4 17 £>d3 £sxd3 
18 exd3 d5 19 fic5 c6 20 Sxb5 axb5 was 
at least equal foT Black in P.Kekki-J.NoTri, 
Espoo 1993. 

b) 15~.£te7 16 f3 f5 17 i.f2?! f4 18 
gxf4 gxf4 19 Wxf4 fixb2 was good for 
Black in P.Kekki-J.NoTri, Helsinki 1994. 

15...^e7 16 £>d4 



It looks as though Black will be 
pushed back, afteT which White could 
be happy with the open c-file and his 
space advantage, but Black has a strong 
TetOTt. 

I6...fixd5! 17 -&xd5 £>xd5 18 £sf5 

Instead 18 £h2 Wc8 forces White’s 
hand anyway, while 18 g4 He8 19 £>f5 
#a8l? 20 fifdl He5 21 £>xg7 &xq7 22 
fiacl h5 with the initiative is a possibil¬ 
ity mentioned by Bologan. 


18.. .1.xf5 

Worse is I8...<£>xe3 19 fxe3 and 
White keeps a gnp on the f5-squaTe. 

19 Wxd5 it.xh3 20 fifdl fie8 21 fiacl f5 
22 fid2 

Black has good compensation foT the 
exchange. Tme to his nature, ShiTov 
now fuels the fiTe. 

22.. .fixe3i? 23 fxe3 We7 24 *f2 i.e5 25 
fihl? 



25.. ~&xg3+! 26 ‘S’xgS Wxe3+ 27 Wf3 
Wxd2 28 Wa8+ 5g7 29 <fexh3 Wxe2 30 
Wd5 *g6 

30...Wf2 was even faster, but the text 
is good enough. 

3lWd4f4 32figlf5 

0-1 J.LautieT-A.ShiTov, Manila InteT- 
zonal 1990. 

A2) 9 i-e3 

This is White’s main alternative to 
the 9 e4 of Chapter 2. 

9.. .b5 

Black can also play 9..~&d7 first 
(which could also arise from 8...jk.d7 9 
h3 Sb8) 10 ficl (Black can be happy af¬ 
ter 10 a4 a5 ot 10 d5 £>a5 11 £>d2 c5) 
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10.. .b5 11 £sd2 which brings us back to 
the main line. 

10 £>d2 

This is almost universally played, but 
also possible is 10 cxb5 axb5 and now: 

a) 11 <£id2 Jk.d7 12 Scl b4 (this is 
good, but 12...e6,12...e5 and 12...'#c8 13 
&h2 ®a6!? aTe other possibilities) 13 
4icbl (Black seized the initiative afteT 13 
£ia4 £>a5 14 b3 ®c8 15 &h2 Sb5! in 
D.Stephson-V.Milov, Suncoast 1999) 

13.. .41.5 14 b3 c6 is pleasant foT Black. 
White’s pieces aTe all jumbled up. 

b) 11 Scl i.d7 12 d5 £>a5 13 b3 b4 
14 £sbl Wc8!? (Black has scored tre¬ 
mendously here and is spoilt foT choice; 
another promising continuation is 

14.. .C6 15 dxc6 JLxc6, as in Y.Stepak- 
J.Mestel, BeeTsheba 1984) 15 < S’h2 Wb7 
16 4ig5 Sfc8 and Black had the more 
harmonious position in LGutman- 
A.Zapata, Wijk aan Zee 1987. White al¬ 
ready experiences problems with his d5- 
pawn. 

c) 11 d5 £}a5 12 £}d4 (practice has 
also shown that Black has good coun- 
teTplay afteT 12 b4 4ic4 13 Aa7 Sb7 14 
i.d4 e5 15 dxe6 fxe6 16 Wb3 e5 17 i.e3 
&h8) 12...b4 13 £>cb5 (ot 13 £>a4 e5 14 
<£)c6 <£ixc6 15 dxc6 jLe6 with a good po¬ 
sition foT Black in G.KaspTet-G.Mohr, 
Austrian League 1995) and here: 

cl) 13...e5 14 dxe6 c5 15 exf7+ Sxf7 
16 £ic6 4ixc6 17 ->Lxc6 £b6 18 4ixd6 
Sxc6 19 £>xf7 Wxdl 20 Sfxdl &xf7 21 
Sad Jif8 and Black had the better end¬ 
ing in M.CuellaT Gachama-R.Byrne, Len¬ 
ingrad 1973. HoweveT, 17 4ixd6!? would 


have caused him more problems. 

c2) 13...4ixd5! is promising: 14 JLxd5 
c5 15 JLg2 J.d7 16 Wd3 Wb6 and Black 
won back the piece while keeping the 
initiative in E.Khasanova-G.Timoshenko, 
Katowice 1990. 



10.. JLd7 

This is the main move and is again 
consistent with the move OTdeT of Line 
B. In this particular position Black does 
have a couple of otheT possibilities, 
howeveT: 

a) 10 ...JLb7 is an interesting tactical 
possibility, but I think White may find a 
way to an edge: 

al) 11 Scl £ia5 12 cxb5 JLxg2 13 ( ^ > xg2 
axb5 14 b4 £ic4 15 £}xc4 bxc4 16 b5 d5 
17 a4 Sa8 18 Sal c6 was fine foT Black 
in E.BaTeev-J.Howell, Gausdal 1986. 

a2) 11 d5 4ie5 (Black could consider 

11.. .£ia5!? 12 cxb5 axb5 13 b4 £>c4 14 
£ixc 4 bxc4) 12 b3 c5 13 Scl #a5 14 a4 
(not 14 f4? ®fg4!) 14...b4 (I4...bxa4 15 
4ixa4 also looks better foT White) 15 
4ice4 4ixe4 16 4ixe4 leaves White with 
a small advantage, as Black cannot cre¬ 
ate any play on the queen side. 
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a3) 11 cxb5 axb5 12 <£\xb5 <£>a5 
(Black has compensation foT the pawn 
after 12...<£>b4 13 £sc3 i.xg 2 14 ‘&xg 2 
<£>bd5) 13 Wa4 i.xg 2 14 <4>xg2 Md7 15 
£sc 3 Wxa4 16 £sxa4 £>d5 17 fiacl (in¬ 
stead 17 Sabi?! ii.xd4! 18 ii.xd4 Sb 4 
was fine for Black in A.GTeenfeld- 
J.Nunn, Biel 1986 ) 17...Sb4 (here 

17....&xd4? fails after 18 icxd4 Sb4 19 
<£ic 3 Sxd4 20 £>f3) 18 b3 i.xd4 19 i.xd4 
Sxd4 20 <£>f3 and White is the better 
coordinated in the ending. 

b) 10...£sa5!? looks quite viable afteT 
11 cxb5 axb5 12 b4 £>c4 13 <5 jxc 4 bxc4 
14 b5 ii-b7 and now: 



bl) 15 a4 i.xg2 16 4>xg2 Wc8!? 
(Black intends to break up White’s 
pawns with ...c6) 17 a5 Wb7+ 18 d5 (ot 
18 ‘S’gl £sd5), and now Black has 

I8...£sxd5! 19 £sxd5 (even worse is 19 
Wxd5 ^.xc3) 19-.e6 winning back the 
piece with good play. 

b2) 15 d5 e6 16 dxe6 fxe6 17 -*Lxb7 
Sxb7 18 Bel Wd7 19 a4 c6 with uncleaT 
play in M.Tal-N.Rashkovsky, U55R 
Championship, Baku 1972. 

11 fid 


Instead 11 cxb5 axb5 12 ficl trans¬ 
poses to note ‘a’ to White’s 10th move. 
White can also play 11 d5 £sa5 (ot 

ll...£se5 12 cxb5 axb5 which has scored 
well foT Black) 12 cxb5 axb5 13 b4 £>c4 
14 <£>xc4 bxc4 15 b5 (if 15 a3 Wc8 16 
^h2 c6 with counteTplay) and here: 

a) 15..~&xb5 16 <£sxb5 Sxb5 17 a4 
Sa5 18 Ad2 fia6 19 Mc2 looks good foT 
White, but Black held without much 
trouble afteT 19 ...£sd7 20 MxcA Wa 8 21 
fia3 £sb6 22 Mxc 7 i-f6 23 ®c6 <?Jxa4 24 
Wxa8 Saxa8 in R.Hubner-5.KindeTmann, 
Bremen 1996. 

b) 15...Wc8 16 Wa4 (afteT 16 < S>h2 
JLxb5 17 £sxb5 Sxb5 the move ..Me 8 is 
TatheT useful) I6...^.xh3 17 Mx c4 Jb<g2 
18 4 , xg2 4jg4 and Black had counteT¬ 
play in M.5aucey-V.5tephan, Pomic 
2009. 



Il...e6 

This move was considered best by 
Janjgava and it was also Bologan’s 
choice. Black’s position remains very 
flexible. There aTe still a couple of alter¬ 
natives worth considering too: 

a) ll...£sa5 12 cxb5 axb5 13 b4 (in- 
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stead 13 b3 b4 14 ®cbl c6! was consid¬ 
ered in note ‘a’ to White’s 10th move, 
above) 13...4^:4 14 £sxc4 bxc4 15 b5 (not 
so dangerous is 15 a3 Wc8 16 <£> 11 2 Wa6! 
17 Sal e6 18 Wd2 &.c6 with a good 
game foT Black in K.Pang-F.GheoTghiu, 
Nice Olympiad 1974) 15...d5l? (White is 
better after 15..Mc8 16 < S>h2 c6 17 bxc6 
i.xc6 18 d5 i-d7 19 Wd 2 ) 16 £sxd5 (16 
a4 would be met by 16...C6) I6...£sxd5 17 
JLxdS Axh3 18 JLxc4 (Black can be satis¬ 
fied after 18 iLg2?! JLxg2 19 ^xg2 Wd5+ 
or 18 JLc6 Sxb5l?) l8..JLxfl 19 i’xfl 
and White had good compensation for 
the exchange in Ki.Georgiev- 
A.Bmstman, Lugano 1987. 

b) ll...e5 looks sufficient foT Black af¬ 
ter 12 dxe5 (or 12 d5 4ie7 with nice play 
on both sides of the board) 12...<£sxe5 
(worse is 12...dxe5?l 13 cxb5 axb5 14 
4ide4 and the c5-squaTe is weak). 



Here White has tried: 
bl) 13 b3 should probably be met by 

13...Se8, Tather than 13...bxc4 14 f4 £sc6 
15 £ixc4 when White can claim an edge. 

b 2 ) 13 cxb5 axb5 14 b3 (or 14 JLg5 
±e6 15 £ide4 £sed7) 14...b4 15 £sa4 (15 


4ice4 could be met by 15...£sxe4 16 
£sxe4 Se8 or 15...<£sd5 16 iLd4 Se8) 

15.. .5e8 looks very comfortable for 
Black. After 16 Sel c5 17 £sb2 i.e6 18 
±g5 Wd7 19 i.xf6 i.xf6 20 ®e4 i.e7 
Black’s bishop-paiT gave him a cleaT ad¬ 
vantage in B.ltkis-A.lstratescu, Bucha¬ 
rest 1994. 

b3) 13 c5 and now: 
b3l) 13...d5 14 Af4 Se8 15 £sb3 c6 
16 <£sd4 was M.Chetverik-B.Vigh, HaT- 
kany 2001. Here ChetveTik suggests 

16.. .5c 8 with a level position. 

b 32 ) 13...b4 14 £sce4 d5l 15 £sxf6 
jLxf6 16 i.d4 i.b5 gives Black active 
play. AfteT 17 £>f3? i.xe2! 18 Wxe2 ftxf3 
19 -&xf3 i.xd4 20 Sc2 c6 21 Wxa6 Wf6 
22 ±g4 b3 Black won quickly in 
D.Haessel-S.Muhammad, Chicago 2007. 



12 b3 

White also chooses to keep the ten¬ 
sion. Alternatives: 

a) 12 cxb5 axb5 13 £sde4 £sxe4 14 
4ixe4 4ie7 gives Black good play. The 67- 
knight may come to d5 or f5, and Black 
has a compact, flexible structure. 

b) 12 d5 4ie7 and now: 
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bl) 13 dxe6 fxe6 (I3....&xe6 also 
looks quite playable) 14 b3 £tf5 15 .&g5 
h6 16 i.xf6 Wxf6 17 £sce4 ^8 18 c5 d5 
arid now 19 £>c3 b4 20 £ia4 .&b5 was 
very good for Black in D.Paunovic- 
V.Milov, VillaTTobledo (rapid) 2008, 
while 19 c6 could be met by 19...dxe4l? 
20 cxd7 e3! with excellent play. 

b2) 13 b3 gives Black several attrac¬ 
tive options: 

b2l) 13...b4l? is untTied but looks 
promising: foT example, 14 £sce4 4ixe4 
15 £sxe4 (afteT 15 i.xe4 exd5 the 113- 
pawn is loose) 15...exd5 16 cxd5 Bb5! 
gives Black promising counteTplay. 

b22) 13...£sf5 14 i.g5 (Stohl points 
out that 14 -k.3,7 Sa8! 15 dxe6 i.xe6 16 
iLxa8 Wxa8 17 e4 £)xg3! 18 fxg3 Wxa7+ 
is promising foT Black) 14...h6 15 ^.xf6 
l.xf6 is unclear, but following 16 c5?! 
dxc5 17 4ice4 exd5 18 £)xf6+ Wxf6 19 
i.xd5 £)xg3! 20 fxg3 Wd4+ Black was 
winning in A.RobeTt-F.Jenni, Biel 2001. 

b23) 13...exd5 14 £sxd5 £sfxd5 15 
cxd5 £sf5 16 JLf4 g5 17 e4 is TatheT 
murky: 17...gxf4 18 exf5 JLxf5 19 Wf3 
Wg5 (ot 19..JLe5 20 gxf4 Jcb 2 l?) 20 gxf4 
1Y6 (instead 20,..'i'd8 21 Sc6 ±d7 22 
Sc2 f5l? was uncleaT in S.Novikov- 
A.Zhigalko, Peniscola 2002, but White 
could have considered 22 Bxa6 Ba8 23 
2xa8 Wx3l8 24 Bel) 21 Bfel (21 Sxc7 
Sfe8 with the idea of ...Wb2 gives Black 
good counteTplay) 21...Sbe8 (21...Sfe8!?) 
22 £>fl was V.Korohnoi-LMcShane, 
DTammen 2004. Here Black should have 
played 22...fixel 23 Sxel Wc3 with 
counteTplay. 


12...£se7 



Black has a compact, flexible posi¬ 
tion. Already White needs to be con¬ 
cerned with ...£sf5. 

13i.g5 

White acquiesces to the exchange of 
this bishop and takes caTe to avoid com¬ 
promising his pawn structure. This does 
not lead to much, but the alternatives 
have fared even worse: 

a) 13 cxb5 axb5 14 £sf3 b4 15 £ibl 
£ifd5 16 i.g5 was drawn here in 
VJakovljevic-S.Dujkovic, HeTceg Novi 
2007, although Black certainly could 
have played on. 

b) 13 g4 prevents ...£sf5, but Black 

has no trouble creating counteTplay: 
13...b4 14 £scbl (14 £sa4 could also be 
met with 14...h5) 14...h5 15 g5 £sh7 16 
£sf3 £sf5 17 Wd3 e5 18 dxe5 ^xe3 19 
Wxe3 Se8 20 h4 i.xe5 21 £sxe5 Bxe5 22 
Wd3 We7 was comfortable foT Black in 
BJon es-E. Ef endiyev, correspondence 

2006. White looks a bit overextended on 
the king side. 

c) 13 £sf3 gives the e3-bishop a Te- 
tTeat, but this move still makes a 
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stTange impression, as the knight looks 
better on d2. AfteT 13 ....&.C 6 14 -&g5 b4 
15 £>bl £ie4 16 JLxe7 Wxe7 17 Wd3 f5 
18 <£ifd 2 ^xd 2 19 ^xd 2 i.d7 20 e3 e5 
Black already had the initiative in 
R.HubneT-A.Shirov, Frankfurt (rapid) 
1996. 

d) 13 f4?! makes room foT the bishop 
and looks constructive, but this advance 
Tuns into tactical problems afteT 
13 14 -«-f2 <S^h5! and now: 



dl) 15 4b2 drops a pawn foT very lit¬ 
tle: 15 ...b4 16 £ice4 i.xd4 17 i.xd4 
^xd4 18 g4 ^g7 19 e3 <£ic6 20 gS ^e8 
(20...f5l? 21 £)f6+ Hxf6 22 gxf6 Wxf6 
also looks good) 21 Wei f5 22 gxf6 Q>xf6 
23 ^g5 We7 and White's compensation 
looked insufficient in KJosefsson- 
T.Runting, correspondence 1995. 

d2) 15 ®de4 has been seen in prac¬ 
tice several times, but Black can quickly 
get the advantage with 15—b4! 16 e3 
(White’s position fell apaTt afteT 16 g4 
‘5M4 17 gxf5 exf5 in I.Danilov- 
V.Nevednichy, CalaTasi 1995, while 16 
<£bl d5 17 cxd5 exd5 18 <£c5 <£ihxg3 
was also gnm foT White in E.ScaTella- 


P.Zamicki, MaT del Plata 1997) I6...bxc3 
17 g4 ^xd4 (ot 17...^f6 18 Qixf6+ 4.xf6 
19 gxf5 exf5 20 Sxc3 Se8) 18 gxh5 4if5 
19 ®xc3 e5 and Black was obviously 
better in L.Spassov-A.Kovalev, Potz 1990. 

13.. .b4 

13...h6 at once also looks fine. 

14 ^a4 

AfteT 14 ^ce4? ^xe4 15 ftxe4 f 5 ! 16 
®d2 jLxd4 clips a good pawn, while 14 
<£icbl h6 (ot 14-..a5 15 e4 e5 16 d5 <£e8 
17 We2 f 618 i.e3 f 5 with counteTplay in 
G.Windebank-J.SobeTano, correspon¬ 
dence 2006) 15 Jb<f6 jLxf6 16 e3 &g7 is 
similar to the main line, except that 
here White’s knight is very passive on 
bl. 

14.. .H6 15 i.xf6 i.xf616 e3 i.g7 



The position is fahly level. Black has 
the bishop-paiT, but White is very solid. 
Black can exchange on a4, although 
White’s otheT knight will then find a 
comfortable post on b3. A couple of ex¬ 
amples: 

a) 17 ^b2 c5 18 £)f3 i.c6 19 <£a4 (a 
stTange waste of time) 19~Wc7 20 dxc5 
dxc5 21 ®d 2 icxa4 22 bxa4 Sfd8 23 Wc 2 
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®c6 (Black could consider keeping more 
tension and playing on with 23...®c8!?) 
24 ^b3 ^a5 V 2 -V 2 J.Nogueiras-AXhalif- 
man, Lucerne 1997. 

b) 17 '$'c 2 ±xa4 18 bxa4 c5 19 dxc5 
dxc5 20 &b3 Wc7 21 Sfdl Sfd8 22 
2xd8+ Sxd8 23 Sdl Bxdl+ 24 ®xdl 
JLf8 saw White’s pressure against the 
c5-pawn compensate for his own weak¬ 
nesses and the game was soon drawn in 
U.Adianto-E.Kengis, Sydney 1991. 

B) 8...i.d7 



This developing move has been fa¬ 
voured by such grandmasters as Bolo- 
gan and ShiTov (both of whom learned 
the system from Lanka), as well as Fe- 
doTov and Socko. Black avoids the com¬ 
plications of Chapter 2, as he will now 
meet 9 e4 with 9...e5. 

9 e4 

This is still critical. AfteT quieteT 
moves play will generally transpose to 
variations we have covered undeT Line 
A: foT example, 9 -&g5 h6 10 Jk.e3 Sb8 is 
Line Al, while 9 -&e3 Sb8 10 Scl b5 11 
^d2 transposes to Line A2. 


9...e5 



This is the main point behind Black’s 
8th move. Instead of creeping aTound 
on the flanks and allowing White to ad¬ 
vance his e-pawn, Black is Teady to fight 
in the centre. If Black is not going to play 
...b5, then ...JLd7 is a more useful move 
than ...2b8. Moreover, in some cases, as 
we shall see, Black is better off having 
his Took on the a-file. White has: 

Bl:10 d5 
B2:104Le3 
B3 :10 dxe5 

Bl) 10 d5 
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Advancing the d-pawn is very natu¬ 
ral, but Black is specifically ready for 
this. 

10.. .£>d4! 

This pawn sacrifice is one of the 
main ideas behind 8...^.d7. 

11 <£>xd4 

Black is also able to create counter¬ 
play if White declines the pawn with 11 
J.e3 £>xf3+ 12 Wxf3 Wc8! 13 ±g5 (if 13 
£}g4+! and the knight is untouch¬ 
able, while 13 g4 could be met with 
13 ...h5 or 13...b5) 13...£sh5 (Black is still 
prepared to offer a pawn) 14 g4 £>f4 15 
Jkxf4 exf416 Wxf4 b5 and here: 

a) 17 c5 b4 18 £>dl Jtb5 19 Sel Wd8 
(not 19...dxc5 20 e5) 20 c6 £eS 21 Wd 2 
Wf6 with compensation in 
5.Vijayalakshmi-V.5aravanan, Nagpur 
2002. 

b) 17 cxb5 axb5 18 a3 Sb8 19 Sfcl 
b4 20 £sdl ica4 and Black had good 
counterplay in A.Cioara-A.Riazantsev, 
Rijeka 2010. 

11.. .exd4 



12 Wxd4 

White can try to round up the pawn 


in a more convenient way with 12 £se2, 
but Black still manages to create coun¬ 
terplay after 12...Se8 13 ^d3 (or 13 f3 c5 
14 dxc6 bxc6 15 £>xd4 Wb6) 13..Mc8 14 
&h 2 b5 15 b3 bxc4 16 bxc4 c5 17 dxc6 
JLxc6 18 f3 d5l? (Bologan suggests 

18.. .^d7 19 £>xd4 £>e5 20 We2 Jtd7 
which also looks fine) 19 exd5 £>xd5 20 
£>xd4 (not 20 cxd5 .&b5) 20...<£>b4 and 
Black has the initiative. 

12.. .#c8! 

This is the point of Black’s play. Be¬ 
cause the natural 13 ^h2 fails to 

13.. .£sg4+, White must weaken his king- 
side in order to hold on to the pawn. 



13 h4 

Returning the pawn is also possible, 
but White cannot hope for an advan¬ 
tage: 

a) 13 e5 £>h5 wins back the pawn 
immediately. 

b) 13 i.h6 icxh6 14 Wxf6 icxh3 15 
Wh4 Jtxg2 16 &xg2 £q7 is level. 

c) 13 Ag5 £sh5 14 Wd 2 i.xh3 15 ±h6 
^.xh6 16 Wxh6 Wg4 17 Sael 5ae8 was 
fine for Black in V.Malakhov-V. Bologan, 
5elfoss 2003. 
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d) 13 Wd3 -&xh3 14 J.e3 Se8 15 Ad4 
was E.Cordova-A.Zhigalko, Khanty-Man¬ 
siysk Olympiad 2010. Now 15...ii.xg2 (or 
15...Wg4l?) 16 < 4 > xg2 <£>g4!? looks safe 
enough for Black. 

13 ...£sg4 



14 Wd2 

Instead 14 Wd3 £>e5 15 We2 b5 
transposes to the main line, while 14 
Wdl can be met in a couple of ways: 

a) 14...b5 15 cxb5 (15 We2 transposes 
to the main line) 15...axb5 16 4te2 Wa6 
(too ambitious is l6...Sa4 17 f3 4ie5 18 
b3! Sa6 19 Ae3 f5 20 f4 <£\g4 21 i.d4 
Axd4+ 22 Wxd4 with an edge foT White 
in V.NeveTov-V.Bologan, Moscow 2004) 
17 £>d4 Wb6 18 £>c6 b4 19 We2 iixc6 20 
dxc6 4ie5 is fine f ot Black (Bologan). 

b) 14...^e5 15 Wb3 b5! 16 cxb5 axb5 
17 Af4 (ot 17 £>xb5 Wb8 18 £>a3 Wxb3 
19 axb3 4id3 with good compensation 
in V.NeveTov-R.Antoniewski, PTerov 
2001 ) 17...£>d3 18 Efdl £>xf4 19 gxf4 
Wd8 20 h5 b4! 21 Wxb4 Wh4 22 Wc4 
Wxf4 23 Sd3 (ot 23 Wxc7 Ag4) 23...ice5 
and Black had good attacking chances 
in N.Kazimova-D.Jojua, Baku 2010. 


14— b5 

Black uses his lead in development 
to open a second front. 

15 We2 

White can try to unravel with 15 
cxb5 axb5 16 £>e 2 Wb7 17 Wc 2 b4, but 
Black still has good play: foT example, 18 
Af4 Sxa2! 19 Sxa2 b3 20 Sa7! Wxa7 21 
Wxb3 Sb8 22 Wa3 Wb6 23 b4 h5l? (ot 
23...Wxb4 and Vt-Vi, E.Pigusov-E.Kengis, 
Vienna 1991) 24 ±f3 Wxb4 25 Wxb4 
Sxb4 26 Scl Sb7 27 &g 2 £>e5 28 J.xe5 
i£.xe5 when Black’s bishop-pair gave 
him Teason to play on in A.Khantonov- 
V.Bologan, Kstovo 1997. 

15- £>e5! 



Black offers a second pawn to open 
the queenside. 

16 cxb5 axb5 17 £ixb5 

White has also declined the pawn: 
a) 17 f4 and now: 

al) 17...£sg4 18 f5 was D.Femandez- 
P.Della MoTte, Villa Martelli 2007. Here 
Black should play I8...b4! without delay. 
If the knight TetTeats, Black can take on 
f5, and if 19 Wxg4 bxc3 with counteT- 
play. 
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a 2 ) 17...££4 18 f5 gxf5 19 exf5 ±xf5 
20 £ixb5 4^e5 21 i.e4 i.xe4 22 Wxe4 
Hi3 23 Wg2 Wxg2+ 24 ^xg2 Sfb8 and 
with ...£>d3 coming, Black had enough 
compensation in J.STiTam-D.Chatterjee, 
New Delhi 2011. 

b) 17 ^.f4 b4 and now: 
bl) 18 i.xe5 JLxeS 19 £idl Wb7 20 
£ie3 ±b5 21 £ic 4 Wa6 22 Sad Wxa2 23 
f4 icd4+ 24 ^h2 was A.Wojtkiewicz- 
V.Bologan, Bastia 1999. Here the clever 
interference move 24..~&c3! wins for 
Black, although Bologan himself does 
not even point this out! 

b2) 18 £idl Wa6! 19 #xa6 Sxa6 20 
JLd2 Sb8 gave Black an excellent Benko 
Gambit-type ending in T.KleckeT- 
P.Nguyen, Prague 2010. 

17...Wa618 <^c3 Wxe2 19 £\xe2 



Fot the two pawns Black has a lead 
in development and tremendous pres¬ 
sure on the queenside. 

19.. .5fb8!? 

This is more ambitious than 

19.. .JLb5, which is also good: 20 Sel 

£>d3 21 Sdl £>xb2 (better than 

21.. .6XC1 22 4^xcl i.xb2 23 Sbl ±a4 24 


£>b3 when White has managed to de¬ 
velop and keep one extTa pawn) 22 
i.xb2 i.xb2 23 Sabi kxe2 24 Sd2 Sxa2 
25 Sxe2 Sb8 26 JLfl Sb6 27 &g2 h5 
with a draw in E.DTagomaTezkij-S.Nady- 
Thanov, Sochi 1996. White has no way to 
exploit the pin along the second Tank. 
20£lf4 

White has trouble consolidating af¬ 
ter otheT moves: 

a) 20 £>c3?! £sd3 21 a4 (ot 21 £sdl 
ilb5 22 £>C3 i.c4!?) 21...£ixb2 22 i.xb2 
Sxb 2 23 Sa3 Sc 2 24 4^dl Sxa4 25 Sxa4 
Axa4 was S.Atalik-A.FedoTov, Ohrid 
2001. Black has won back both pawns 
and has the bishop-pair. 

b) 20 £id4 £sc4 21 £ic6 (ot 21 £>b3 
4ixb2 22 Ae3 ^.b5 23 Sfbl Sa4! when 
by controlling d4, Black can increase the 
pressure) 21..JLxc6 22 dxc6 ftxb2 and 
Black has the initiative. 

20...£ic 4 21 ftd3 



21...ib5 

Black has a good alternative in Bolo- 
gan's suggestion 21..JLa4 22 f3 Ac2 23 
4^el i.b3 with pressure on White’s 
queenside. 
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22 Eel 

Instead 22 Sdl J.a4 23 Sfl allows 
Black to repeat with 23....&b5. Also pos¬ 
sible is 23...^a3l? 24 ±f4 ±c2 25 £>el 
i.xb2 26 £ixc2 £ixc2 27 Sabi £id4 28 
Sfel and here instead of 28...Sxa2?! 
which allowed White to fight for the 
initiative with 29 e5! in D.Fridman- 
V.Bologan, Santo Domingo 2002, Black 
could play 28...jLc3!: for example, 29 
Sxb8+ Hxb8 30 Sdl £>e2+ 31 4fl £fi<f4 
32 gxf4 Sb2 and Black has no problems. 

22.. -&a4 

Black does not achieve anything af¬ 
ter 22...£>a3?! 23 £)b4l. 

23 e5 

White could play the passive 23 Sfl, 
which invites a repetition, while after 23 
f3 ±c2 24 i-fl i.xd3 25 i.xd3 £>xb 2 26 
i.xb2 Sxb2 27 Sabi Sbxa2 28 Se2 
S2a3 (Bologan) Black has won back both 
pawns and has a slight initiative. 

23.. .£>xe5 24 £uce 5 JLxeS 25 Se 2 


25...i-b3l? 

Or 25 -i.dl 26 Sd 2 ±b3 27 a3 Sa4 
when White will have trouble untan¬ 
gling. 


26a3i.a4 27Sbl 

Instead 27 Sxe5 dxe5 28 d6 does not 
work after 28 ...c6. 

27.. .1cb5 28 Sd 2 Sb7 29 i.e4 i.c4 30 b4 
Se 8 ! 3 iSc 2 ? 

Better was 31 &h2 i.xg3+ 32 *xg3 
Sxe4 33 ii-b2 with a level position. 

31.. .£b5 32 i.h 6 ?! i.g7 33 i.xg7 Sxe4 
34 i.f 6 i.d3 

And Black won the exchange in 
E.Pigusov-V.Bologan, French League 
2004. 

B 2 ) 10 i.e3 



White maintains the tension in the 
centre while strengthening the d4- 
square. 

10...exd4 

Black does not have any especially 
good waiting moves and White was 
ready to advance his d-pawn. Therefore 
Black plays in the style of the classical 
lines of the Fianchetto Variation by ex¬ 
changing on d4. He relies on piece play 
to compensate for White’s space advan¬ 
tage. 

11 £>x d4 
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ll...Se8 

The immediate ll...Wc8!? is also pos¬ 
sible. After 12 ‘S’ltt (White should con¬ 
sider 12 £>xc6 bxc6 13 < S’h2), 12...£\e5 13 
We2 c5! is a typical idea reminiscent of 
the GallagheT Variation. Black accepts a 
weakness on d6, but intends a quick 
...b5 with good counteTplay. White has: 

a) AfteT 14 £>b3 Black quickly takes 
oveT the initiative: 14...Ae6 15 £>d5 (this 
allows Black to repair his stmctuTe, but 
15 £>d2 Sb8 16 f4 £>c6 is also okay foT 
Black) 15...£>xd5 16 cxd5 Ad7 17 Wc 2 
(not 17 f4 i.b5) 17...b5 18 £>d2 c4 was 
J.GTegor-J.Bejtovic, Prague 2011. Black 
has a dTeam Benoni: he has exchanged 
a minoT piece, achieved ...b5 and his 
knight is Teady to enteT White’s position. 

b) 14 £>c 2 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 £>xb5 
Wb8 17 £>ca3 Sa5 (Black could have 
played the immediate 17...^eg4+! 18 
hxg4 £>xg4+ 19 ^gl £>xe3 20 fxe3 Sa5) 
18 £)c 3 £>eg4+ 19 hxg4 £>xg4+ 20 ‘S’gl 
JLxc3 21 £>C4! Wb5 22 jLd.2! Axd 2 23 
Wxd2 Sa6 24 £>xd6 Wb8 25 £rf5! and 
White was better in S.Maze-Y.Vovk, 
French League 2010. 


c) 14 £>f3 Se8 15 £>d 2 b5 16 cxb5 
axb5 17 f4 (if 17 £>xb5 Axb5 18 Wxb5 
Sb8) 17...*5^c4 18 *S^xc4 bxc4 19 Wxc4 
Eb8 20 Sf2 Sb4 21 Wd3 was K.Aseev- 
A.Kulagin, Sestola 1991. Now 

21.. .£>xe4l? 22 £>xe4 (22 i.xe4? Axc3) 

22.. JLf5 23 Wxd6 i.xe4 24 Wxc5 Wb7 
would give Black good counteTplay. 

12 Eel 

This is the most flexible and the 
most common, but theTe aTe several 
alternatives: 

a) 12 Wd2 is inaccurate because af¬ 
ter 12...£>e5 13 b3? fails to 13...C5 14 
£>de 2 Axh3l. 

b) 12 £>de2 £>e5 (the immediate 

12.. .b5l? is possible as well) 13 b3 b5 14 
f 4 (this pushes Black back, but it loosens 
White’s position) 14...Q3c.a 15 Wc2 bxc4 
16 bxc4 Sb8 17 Sabi 4^a5 18 Wd3 (the 
immediate 18 £>d5 makes more sense) 

18.. JLe6 19 £>d5? £>xc4! 20 #xc4 Axd5 
and Black had won a pawn in R.HubneT- 
Z. Efimenko, German League 2004- 

c) 12 £\xc6 bxc6 (ot 12...jLxc6 13 Wc2 
b5) 13 c5 Wc8! again sees Black taking 
aim at h3. 
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AfteT 14 g4 (if 14 Ah 2 d5 15 exd5 
cxd5 16 4}xd5 £>xd5 17 Wxd5 5b8 looks 
okay) 14...h5 15 g5 £>h7 White has tried: 

cl) 16 h4 -»Lh3 17 cxd6 cxd6 18 f3 
JLxg2 19 < S > xg2 JLxc3! 20 bxc3 d5 gave 
Black counterplay in I.Stohl-A.ShiTov, 
Batumi 1999. 

c2) 16 &h2 d5! 17 Wd2 (worse is 17 
exd5 Ae5+ 18 f4? ^.xc3 19 bxc3 fixe3) 
17...Sb8 18 Sadi 2b4l is muTky: 

c 2 l) 19 exd5 i.xh3! 20 l.xh3 Sh4 
wins foT Black. 

C22) 19 a3 fic4 20 f4 d4 21 £>e2 dxe3 
22 Wxd7 Wxd7 23 Sxd7 itxb 2 24 Sd3 
Hxc5 25 Sxe3 Sd8 and Black had the 
initiative in M.Marin-B.Socko, Batumi 
1999. 

C23) 19 f4l? £>f8 20 a3 fib3 21 JLd4 
±xd4 22 Wxd4 Sxb 2 23 f5 Wd8 24 Sd 2 
Sxd2 25 Wxd2 We7 with uncleaT play in 
D.AndeTton -S.Vinot, correspondence 
2004. 

d) 12 Scl and now: 

dl) 12...4}e5 is Bologan’s recommen¬ 
dation. He gives 13 b3 c5 14 £>de2 Jk.c6 
15 f4?! £sed7 16 Wxd6 £>xe4 17 -&xe4 
l.xe 4 18 £>xe 4 Sxe4 19 4f2 We8 20 
Wd3 We6 when Black is doing very well, 
but a better try foT White would be 15 
a4l. 

d 2 ) 12...1b8 13 < 4’h2 £>e5 14 <£>d5 c5 
15 <£>xf6+ ±xf6 16 4te2 b5 17 b3 bxc4 18 
bxc4 &e6 gives Black counteTplay. AfteT 
19 Wa4? Sb8 20 a3 £>d3 21 Sbl £>b 2 
Black won a pawn in K.Arkell-H.LefebvTe, 
UxbTidge 2010. 

d3) 12...4^xd4 13 Axd4 c5 is a typical 
advance. 



It looks weakening, but it gains 
space and Black can quickly create 
counteTplay with ...b5. If White eveT 
plays <£>d5, Black can capture when the 
weaknesses on d5 and d6 aTe covered 
up. Moreover, if Black did not throw this 
move in, then a future <£>d5 and cxd5 
would leave him suffering foT space and 
the c7-pawn would be weak. AfteT 14 
JLe3 &c6 15 f3 b5 White has: 

d3l) 16 Sf 2 We7 17 Sd 2 Sad8 18 b3 
bxc4 19 bxc4 Wc7 20 £>e 2 <^d7 21 ±f 2 
£>e5 22 f4?! £sd7 23 £>c3 (23 Hxd6 
Jtxe4) was drawn here in L.Campos 
Gambuti-J.Eslon, Mislata 2000, but Black 
could have won a pawn with 23..~&xc3! 
24lxc3£tf6. 

d32) 16 b3 b4 17 £>e2 (afteT 17 £>d5?! 
4}xd5 18 cxd5 -&b5 Black can quickly 
play ...f5 or ...a5 with the initiative) 
17 ...a5 18 Kc2 Wc7 (the immediate 
l8...We7 looks even better) 19 Sd2 fied8 
20 Wc 2 a4 21 Sfdl We7 22 Sd3 Sa5 23 
Wd 2 axb3 24 axb3 4te8 and with the d6- 
pawn well covered, Black created coun¬ 
teTplay on the a-file in LVan Wely- 
A.FedoTov, Wijk aan Zee 2001. 
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12.. Mc8 

This move, combined with a quick 
...c5, will leave the d6-pawn to its fate. 
Black seems to be able to create enough 
counterplay, but he could also consider 
the thematic 12...£)xd4 13 ^.xd4 c5 14 
ice3 icc6. Another idea is to play the 
noncommittal 12...Sb8. After 13 £}xc6 
(White could follow suit with 13 Eel) 

13.. .bxc6 14 Wd2 Wc8 15 < S>h2 c5 
(15-Se5!? with ideas of ...Sh5 is also 
possible) 16 Sabi Ac6 Black was fine in 
R.Hubner-T.Radjabov, Leon 2001. 

13 &h 2 

Instead 13 £>xc6 bxc6 14 < S’h2 (14 g4 
5b8 15 Wd2 c5 gives Black similar play) 

14.. .5.8 15 Wd2 c5 would transpose to 
Hubner-Radjabov, above. 

13.. .^e5 14 b3 c5 

This typical plan still is still possible 
even though the d6-pawn is likely to fall. 

15 £)de 2 



15...b5! 16 Wxd 6 

Instead 16 cxb5 axb5 17 Wxd6 c4 
gives Black good compensation accord¬ 
ing to Bologan, while 16 ieg5 bxc4 17 
JLxf6 JLxf6 18 £id5 (if 18 Wxd6 JLe6) 


18.. Md8 19 bxc4 £ixc4 20 Scl £ib2 21 
<£xf6+ «xf6 22 Wd2 Sab8 23 $ff4 was 
played in A.Greenfeld-J.Gdanski, Bel¬ 
grade 1999. After 23..~&c6! it is difficult 
to see what White has for the pawn. 

16.. .b4 

This is probably too ambitious. In¬ 
stead Bologan gives the line I6...bxc4 17 
bxc4 Se6 18 Wxc5 Sc6 19 Wa3 £ixc4 20 
I'd £}xe3 21 Wxe3 £ig4+ 22 hxg4 ^.xc3 
23 £>xc3 Sxc3 24 Wf4 JLxg4 with equal¬ 
ity. 

17 £>d5 ®xd5 18 Wxd5 i.c 6 



19 Wxc5 

Taking the pawn is critical, even 
though it allows a knight fork. Alterna¬ 
tives: 

a) 19 Wd6 Ed8 (Black should con¬ 
sider 19...f5l? or 19...Wb7l?) 20 #xc5 
£id3 21 Wa5 £>xel 22 Exel and with 
two pawns for the exchange, White had 
some advantage in J.Hudecek-CPonizil, 
Czech League 2008. 

b) 19 Wdl Ed8 20 Wc2 £id3 21 Eedl 
Axal 22 Sxd3 (if 22 Exal f5!) 22...Sxd3 
23 1^3 Wd8 24 Wxd8+ Sxd8 25 JLxc5 
occurred in a game between two future 
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stars in S.Mamedyarov-Z.Efimenko, 
Oropesa del Mar 2000. Here the simple 

25.. .5.2 would leave White struggling. 

19.~£id3 20 Wd6 

Worse is 20 Wa5?l Se5 (also worth 
considering are 20..JLxal and 

20.. .Jk.xe4) 21 Wb6 Hb8 22 Wa7 ^xel 23 
Sxel Sa5! 24 ±f4 Sb7 25 We3 Wd8 and 
Black had counterplay in V.Zhidkov- 
V.Zakhartsov, Tula 2000. 

20 .. .£\xel 

This is much better than 20..JLxal? 
21 Sxal 4^e5 22 £)f4 with an over¬ 
whelming position. 

21 Sxel Wb7 

White also has good compensation 
for the exchange after 2l...Jbce4 22 
itxe4 Sxe4 23 Wxb4. 

22 £sf4 Sad8 23 Wc5 i.xe4 24 .&xe4 
Sxe4 25^d5 

White’s strong knight and pressure 
on the b4-pawn gave him good com¬ 
pensation in P.Skatchkov-A. Fedorov, 
Krasnodar 1998. However, Black has 
many places to deviate, beginning on 
move 11 and ending with Bologan’s 

16.. .bxc4. 

B3) 10 dxe5 

This simple exchange turns out to be 
critical. 

10.. .dxe5 

Black has also tried recapturing with 

10.. .<£sxe5, but I have concerns with 
Black’s position after 11 c5! (exchanging 
knights with 11 <£sxe5 dxe5 12 JLe3 Ae6 
is not so dangerous) 11...4M3+ 12 Wxf3 
dxc5 13 e5 icc6 (Black was busted after 


13...®e8 14 Sdl Wc8 15 Wxb7 in 
M.Carlsen-K.Lahno, Lausanne 2004) 14 
exf6! (this is much more dangerous 
than 14 Wdl 4^\d7 15 Axc6 bxc6 16 f4 
We7 17 ®e4 f6 18 Wb3+ <±Ti8 when 
Black has no problems as indicated by 
Bologan) 14.~&xf3 15 fxg7 Se8 16 JLxf3. 
With three minor pieces for the queen 
White has good chances to develop an 
initiative: for example, 16...C6 17 4te4 
< 4 > xg7 18 Sdl Wxdl+ (this is hardly ideal, 
but alternatives do not inspire much 
confidence either) 19 icxdl Sxe4 20 
i.e3 Sd8 21 Scl b6 22 ±f3 Se6 23 Sc3! 
and White had serious pressure in 
U.Schulze-J.Hirneise, Bad Liebenzell 
2010. 



Generally this type of structure is 
quite acceptable for Black. Here the 
moves ...a6 and ,.JLd7 are not ideal, 
however, and Black must spend some 
time reorganizing his pieces. Here 
White has a choice: 

B31 :11 i.e3 
B32:11 fiel 
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B31) 11 ±e3 

The most natural and common 
move, but perhaps not the best. 

ll..JLe6 



12 Wa4 

This is the most active move, but it 
meets with a surprising TetoTt. Instead 
12 b3 is very solid when Black has: 

a) Trading queens does not seem to 
fully equalize: 12...Wxdl 13 Saxdl (ot 13 
Sfxdl, but I suspect removing the Took 
from the long diagonal is stronger) 
13 ...Sad 8 14 £id5! £ixe4 15 £ixc7 Sxdl 
16 Sxdl £}c 3 17 Sd 2 ±f5 18 £id5 e4 19 
£ig5 h6 20 g4 hxg5 21 gxf5 gxf5 22 
^.xg5 <£)xd5 23 Sxd5 and White main¬ 
tained an edge in V.Cmilyte-M.Ohme, 
German League 2009. 

b) Following 12...h6 13 'Stl ( S’h7 
(l3...'S f c8 14 < S’h2 g5?! proved to be too 
loosening in P.Nikolic-V.Bologan, 5elfoss 
2003) 14 Sdl Wc8 15 &h2 Sd8 Bologan 
feels as though Black has equalized, but 
afteT 16 Wb2 Sxdl 17 Sxdl White’s po¬ 
sition still seemed slightly the more 
pleasant in P.Tregubov-B.5ocko, Internet 
(blitz) 2004. 


c) 12...1t8 13 ( ^’h 2 Sd8 14 Wcl a5l? 
(this looks funny at first, but it is rea¬ 
sonable) 15 £>g5 *£id4 16 f4 and here 
instead of I6...^h5?! 17 Jb<d4 Sxd4? 18 
f5 with a big advantage foT White in 
V.Cmilyte-K.Arakhamia Grant, 5t Peters¬ 
burg 2009, Black should prefer I6...exf4! 
17 gxf4 ^h5 with the idea 18 f5?! ^.e5+ 
lg&gigxfs. 



12...b5! 

This unexpected shot solves all of 
Black’s problems. OtheT moves allow 
White to fight for an advantage: 

a) 12...Wd3? looks active, but Black 
traps his own queen: 13 4M5 b5 (there 
is nothing else) 14 Wdl! bxc4 (l4...Wxdl 
15 Sfxdl Sfc8 16 Sad is also much bet¬ 
ter foT White) 15 ftxc7 Sac8 16 ftxe6 
fxe6 17 Wa4 and White had a big plus in 
V.Tukmakov-l.5mirin, Pula 2001. 

b) 12..Mc8 is a better tTy, but White 
can maintain some pressure afteT 13 
< i?h2 and here: 

bl) 13...Sd8 14 Sfdl Sxdl 15 Sxdl 
h6 16 c5 Wf8 17 ^d5 gave White the 
initiative in D.Bocharov-V.Bologan, Mos¬ 
cow 2004. 
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b 2 ) 13 ...2e8 14 2fdl h6 15 c5 2d8 
(playing ...2e8 and then ...2d8 makes an 
odd impression) was S.Mamedyarov- 
V.Bologan, Sochi 2006. Here White 
should probably just play 16 2xd8+ 
Wxd8 17 2dl Wf8 18 <£)d5 leading back 
to variation ‘bl’, but with both sides 
having saved a tempo. 

13 cxb5 axb5 



14 Wc 2 

White can also take the pawn, but 
Black is quick to seize the initiative: 14 
#xb5 £sd4 15 MxeS (afteT 15 Wb7 2b8 

16 Wa7 2a8 forces a repetition, because 

17 Wc5? £>d7 18 Wb4 £ixf3+ 19 i.xf3 
Wf6! with the idea of ...2fb8 is winning 
foT Black) 15...'£ixf3+ (Black can also try 

15...®d5, although afteT 16 Wxg7+ 

IT icxd4+ £>f6 18 2fdl White had 
a strong initiative foT the sacrificed ma¬ 
terial in S.Shaw-K.Haznedaroglu, corre¬ 
spondence 2007) 16 i.xf3 ®d5 17 Wg5 
JLf6 18 exd5?! (here the queen sacrifice 
does not even give White the initiative; 
it was better to acquiesce to a repetition 
afteT 18 Wh6 JLg7 19 Wg5) l8...JLxg5 19 
dxe6 Jcxe3 20 Jcxa8 Wxa8 21 fxe3 fxe6 


22 2xf8+ Wxf8 and Black was certainly 
better in V.Tukmakov-J.Zawadzka, 
Lausanne 2005. 

14.. .^d415 ^.xd4 exd4 16 2fdl 

Grabbing the second pawn gives 
Black a powerful initiative afteT 16 
£ixb5 d3! 17 Wc6 (ot 17 Wxc7?! ^xe4) 

17 ...^.d7 18 McA -&xb5 19 Wxb5 ®xe4. 

16.. .C5 17 £ixb5 Wd7 

Black attacks the b5-knight and the 
h 3-pawn. It was also possible to coveT 
the c5-pawn with 17...^a5!? ot 

17.. .^d7!? when Black’s active position 
and bishop-paiT give him good play foT 
the pawn. 

18 a4 i.xh3 19 e5 

If 19 Wxc5 ^xe4 gives Black good 
play. 

19.. .1.xg2 20 &Xg2 T)dS 21 Wxc5 



White has just about consolidated 
his position, but Black has a TesouTce: 

21...^f4+! 22 gxf4 Wg4+ 23 &fl Wxf3 
24 Wxd4 2ad8 25 ®d6 

The game is immediately drawn af¬ 
teT 25 Mxd8 ®hl+ 26 ! 4 , e2 Me 4+ as 
White cannot go to the d-file. 

25 —2xd6! 26 Wxd6 Whl+ 27 &e2 We4+ 
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28 4fl 

White accepts the draw. Instead 28 
4d2 #xf4+ with the idea of ..Axes 
gives Black fantastic play for the ex¬ 
change. 

28 ...H 1 I+ 29 4e2 We4+ 30 4fl 

V2-V2 A.Yusupov-B.5ocko, German 
League 2007. 

B32)11Hel 



This move looks pTetty harmless, but 
matters aTe not as simple as they first 
appear. White is in no huTry to deter¬ 
mine the best square for his queen 
bishop, so he makes a useful move and 
prepares a quick £>d5 by covering the 
e4-pawn. 

11...H6 

This is a very common move in the 
10 dxe5 line. Black prevents White from 
using the g5-squaTe and he also pre¬ 
pares the manoeuvre ...£>h7-g5 to fight 
foT the d4-squaTe. 5till, it is not so easy 
to execute this plan effectively and 
Black should consider the alternatives as 
well: 

a) ll...Wc8 12 4b2 £.e6 13 £>d5 He8 


14 b4 is pleasant foT White, and afteT 
the oveTly-active 14...b5?l 15 i.g5 £>d7 
16 Eel White was much better in 
B.Lalic-Z.Efimenko, Hastings 2003/04. 

b) ll...jLe6 is natural. 12 £\d5 £>d7 
13 i.g5 (this is probably a little better 
than the similar 13 i.e3 £>a5 14 Hcl c5) 

13.. .f6 14 Ae3 £>a5l? 15 fid c5 16 a3 
£\c6 17 b4 b6 was very solid foT Black in 
both M.GTabaTczyk-B.5ocko, Warsaw 
2003, and M.GTabaTczyk-B.5ocko, Lublin 
2008, but White should have a small 
edge here. 

c) ll...He8 is worth considering: 12 
£>d5 £sxd5 13 cxd5 (ot 13 exd5 £>d4) 

13.. .^d4 (afteT 13...£\a7l? 14 4g5 Wc8 

15 Scl £>b5 16 4h2 h6 17 4e3 Wd8 18 
a4 £>d6 19 £>d2 White kept a small edge 
in R.Dableo-Zhou Weiqi, Olongapo City 
2010, but both 14...f6 and 14...ii.f6 could 
be considered) 14 £>xd4 exd4. 



Now: 

cl) 15 Af4 c6?l 16 Wb3 g5 17 .&d2 
Sb8 18 Had was better for White in 
T.T uTgut-H.Tiemann, correspondence 
2007, but 15...C51? with uncleaT play 
looks more ambitious and preferable. 
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c2) 15 f4 c6 16 e5 Wb6 (White was 
better after I6...cxd5 17 Wxd4 in 
Z.llincic-N.Djukic, HeTceg Novi 2001), 
and now 17 d6?! f6 is bad foT White, 
while 17 Se4 f6 18 e6? (a betteT try is 18 
Wxd4 Wxd4+ 19 Sxd4 fxe5, but Black 
has decent play here too) I8...cxd5 also 
favours Black. Instead 17 b3 cxd5 18 
&h2 was seen in PJaTacz-C.Hanley, 
Cappelle la GTande 2004. Here l8..JLf5 
19 J.xd5 Hed8 would give Black good 
counteTplay. 

12 £\d5 



12...^h7 

Black continues with his plan. In¬ 
stead 12...i.e6 13 b4 £>h7 (I3...£sd7 14 
JLb2 also favoured White in I.Efimov- 
B.Socko, Saint-Vincent 2001, and here 
14 .&e3!? looks good too) 14 Ae3 (now 
14 ii.b2 ftg5 would be effective) and 
here: 

a) 14...f5 is loosening: 15 exf5 gxf516 
JLf4l? led to complications in E.Pigusov- 
A.FedoTov, Dubai 2001, but instead the 
simple 16 Bbl looks pleasant f ot White. 

b) 14...^g 5 is consistent. Then 15 
£\xg5 hxg5 16 Wd 2 g4 17 hxg4 ^.xg4 18 


JLg5l is similar to the main line. 
13 JLe3 £\g5 14 ^xg5 hxg5 



15 Wd2 

The alternative 15 Wb3 Bb8 16 Hadl 
<£\d4 17 ^.xd4 exd4 18 e5 c6 can lead to 
complex play, but Black can hold his 
own here: 

a) 19 £\f6+ JLxf6 20 exf6 (the cleveT 
20 Bxd4l? can be met with the equally 
cleveT 20...Se8 21 Sedl Sxe5 22 Bxd7 
Bel+! 23 < 4 > h2 Bxdl when the position 
is level) 20...Wxf6 21 Wb6 Bfe8 was fine 
foT Black in V.Bologan-T.Radjabov, Pam¬ 
plona 2001. 

b) 19 £>b6 J.e6 20 Wb4 ®c7 (ot just 

20.. .fie8) 21 Wc5 Bfd8 22 £)d5l? (this 
seems very strong at first, but if Black 
can work his way through the complica¬ 
tions he gets satisfactory play) 22...JLxd5 
23 cxd5 .&xe5 24 dxc6 Af 6 25 Bel (afteT 
25 Wa7 d3 26 cxb7 i-d4 27 Wxa6, as in 
Z.llincic-S.Dujkovic, Belgrade 2002, Black 
must play 27...Wc2l) 25...bxc6 26 Wxc6 
Wxc6 27 Bxc6 v?g7 28 b3 a5 with equal¬ 
ity in A.Kizov-S.Dujkovic, ZlatiboT 2007- 

15.. .g4 16 hxg4 

This is betteT than 16 h4 £ld4 17 
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JLxd4 exd4 18 e5 c6 19 £sf4 Se8 20 £sd3 
(20 Wxd 4 J.f5 21 Wc5 We 7 is no prob¬ 
lem for Black) 20...Wc7 21 Wg5 i.f5 22 
JLe4f6 23 exf6 JLxe4 24 £)f4 (ot 24 £>c5 
±f5 25 fxg7 Wxg7) 24...Se5?! (this lets 
White off too easily; Black could have 
tTied 24...We5l? 25 Wxe5 Sxe5 26 fxg7 
Bae8 with the better ending) 25 Wxg 4 
JLf5 26 Wg5 ice4 with a draw in 
A.FlumboTt-R.Van Kampen, HaaTlem 
2010. 
l6...iLxg4 



Black looks fine here at first, but 
White's next move is TatheT inconven¬ 
ient. 

17i-g5! 

This forces Black's Teply and thus 
weakens Black's hold on the d4-squaTe. 
Instead after 17 f3 Ae6 18 ^2?! (similar 
is 18 JLc5 Se8 19 < 4f2?! <£>d4, I.Cosma- 
D.Popovic, Subotica 2002) I8...<£sd4 19 
Bad c6 Black had achieved his aims in 
R.Vaganian-A.Zhigalko, IzmiT 2004. 


Black would TatheT not play this, but 
17...Wd6 18 4ff6+ is even worse. 

I8i.e3 



At the cost of a couple of tempi 
White has weakened Black's hold on the 
centre. Now White's space advantage 
allows him to keep some initiative. If 
Black tTies to mix it up with I8...^d419 
icxd 4 exd 4 20 Wxd 4 c6, White has 21 
e5l f5 22 f3 JLh5 23 Sadi! g5 (ot 
23...cxd5 24 g4) 24 £>f6+ JLxf6 25 Wc3 
JLxe 5 26 Wxe 5 and he keeps the initia¬ 
tive. Instead Black tTied l8...Sf7 in 
M.GTabaTczyk-B.Socko, Warsaw 2003, 
but afteT 19 f3 JLe6 20 Sadi Af 8 21 Wc2 
We8 (or 21...£)d4 22 iixd4 exd4 23 Wd3 
c 5 24 f4 with the initiative) 22 c5 4ia7 
23 JLfl c6 24 <£>b6 Sd8 25 a4 (Stohl sug¬ 
gests 25 Ac 4, while the simple 25 Sxd8 
Wxd8 26 fldl also looks better foT 
White) 25...£>c8 26 ^c4 Sfd7 27 £>a5 
White had the initiative. 
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Chapter 4 
Panno Variation 

7 4bc3 a6 8 b3 


1 d4 £)f6 2 C4 g6 3 £)f3 i-g7 4 g3 0-0 5 
i.g 2 d6 6 0-0 £sc6 7 £ic 3 a6 8 b3 



This simple move has always been 
popular. White avoids the complications 
of the last two chapters and prepares to 
fianchetto his queen bishop. 

AfteT this move White has an inter¬ 
esting choice. He can firm up the d4- 
pawn or simply continue developing, 
but in fact White’s most popular re¬ 
sponse is to make a surprising hop into 
the centre. 


A: 9 e3 
B: 9 -&b2 
C:9£>d5 

White can also play 9 d5. After 

9.. .£sa5 we have transposed to note *b2’ 
to White's 9th move at the staTt of 
Chapter l. Instead 9 a4 seems too com¬ 
mittal. AfteT 9-.a5 (both 9~e5 and 

9.. .£>a5 look quite playable too) 10 icb2 
JLg4 (and here 10..JLf5 and 10...e5 aTe 
valid alternatives) 11 h 3 ilxf3 12 icxf3 
4id7 with the idea of ...e5 Black has sat¬ 
isfactory play. 

A) 9 e3 

This move is fairly popular, but it 
makes a stTange impression. Essentially, 
White is anticipating ...b5 and wants to 
protect the c4-pawn with his queen. 
Although 9 e3 has scored pTetty well foT 
White, I do not think Black should ex¬ 
perience any particular problems. 
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9.. .b5 10 We2 

The alternative 10 <£>d2 should be 
met with the disruptive 10...ii.g4! when 
White has: 

a) 11 4te2 is awkward: ll...£sa5 
(otheT moves such as ll...Wd7 aTe also 
quite feasible) 12 h3 -&d7 13 Wc2 c5 14 
dxc5 dxc5 15 .&a3 bxc4 16 bxc4 Wc8 17 
< 4 > h2 Jk.c6 was fine foT Black in S.Slipak- 
V.Milov, Buenos AiTes 1996. 

b) 11 jLf3 ii.xf3 (this equalizes with¬ 
out difficulty, but leaving the bishop on 
f3 with U..Ad7 12 ^.b 2 e5 13 d5 £>e7 
14 Scl h5l? 15 cxb5 axb5 16 b4 h4 also 
provided Black with counteTplay in 
S.Danailov-M.Hebden, Toulouse 1990) 
12 Wxf3 Wd7 and Black has no problems 
at all. 

c) 11 f3 gains time at least, but 
White’s structure looks a little funny 
afteT ll...J.d7 12 jLb2 (Black had a fine 
position after 12 We2 4ia5 13 .&b2 e5 14 
dxe5 dxe5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 b4 £>b7 17 
4ide4 4ixe4 18 <£>xe4 f 5 19 £tf 2 <£>d6 in 
A.KaTpov-B.Gelfand, Tilbrng 1996) 

12.. .e5 13 d5 and here we have the fol¬ 
lowing split: 



cl) 13...£se7 14 e4 c6 (ot 14..b4l?) 15 
Sbl ^.h6 16 We 2 cxd5 17 cxd5 Wb6+ 18 
‘i’hl 4ih5 with counteTplay in 
R.Schoene-A.Kuzmin, Berlin 1991. 

c2) 13...£sb4 14 Sbl (White should 
avoid 14 a3?! £}d3, while afteT 14 We2 
bxc4 he loses material: 15 Wxc4 Tuns 
into 15...4ic2 and both 15 £>xc4 and 15 
bxc4 aTe met by 15...4ibxd5) 14..c6 15 
a3 £>d3 16 ±al cxd5 17 cxd5 Wb6 18 
We2 4ic5 19 ‘i’hl a5 (this is fine, but 
both 19...Sfc8 and 19...b4 look even bet¬ 
ter) 20 b4 axb4 21 axb4 fta4 and Black 
had a good game in RTsoTbatzoglou- 
A.Cela, Kavala 1997. 

10.. .bxc4 

Black Tesolves the tension immedi¬ 
ately foT tactical reasons. WoTse is 

10.. .41.5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 b4 4ic6 (ot 

12.. .£sc 4 13 a4!) 13 a3 when White has 
an edge. The alternative 10...b4 is play¬ 
able, however. AfteT ll 4id5 (ll *5^a4 
gives Black a pleasant choice between 
Bologan’s simple ll...e5 12 dxe5 dxe5 
and the moTe complicated ll...^.d7 12 
Ab2 4ia5) 11...4ih5!? (we will see this 
idea again) 12 ,&b2 e6 13 £sf4 4ixf4 14 
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exf4 <$Je7 15 Sfdl 4^5 16 d5 Se8 17 
i.xg7 , 4 > xg7 18 Wd2 a draw was agreed 
in B.Lalic-A. Fedorov, Saint Vincent 2000. 
White's position looks a little more 
pleasant to me here, so I pTefeT the text, 
which is more direct and gives Black 
good play. 



11 Wxc4 

AfteT 11 bxc4 e5! White has: 

a) 12 dxe5 £ld7?! (this is Tisky) 13 
£sd4 <£icxe5 14 f4 c5 15 fxe5 cxd4 16 
exd4 dxe5 17 JLa3 exd4?l 18 jLxf8 
Wxf8? 19 Sxf7! quickly decided matters 
in C.McNab-M.Hebden, Hastings 
1993/94. Simpler was 12...<£sg4! 13 4}d4 
<£scxe5 with the idea of 14 h3 c5l. 

b) 12 d5 e4l? (I2...£>a5 13 e4 c5 and 
V2-V2 in V.Tkachiev-R.Kasimdzhanov, 
New Delhi 2000, was not very Tevealing) 
13 dxc6 exf3 (instead 13...^.g4 14 Sbl! 
We7 15 i.d 2 h5 16 Sb7 Sxb7 17 cxb7 c6 
18 Sbl Sb8 was C.McNab-M.Hebden, 
Dundee 1993, and here 19 £>d4! icxe2 
20 £ixc6 Wxb7 21 <5^xb8 Wc7 22 <$Jxe2 
would give White too much material for 
the queen) 14 ^.xf3 4ig4l? (this is fine, 
but Black could also consider I4...^.h3 


15 Sdl £ig4 16 Ad 2 £>e5 ot 14...^e4 15 
ii.xe4 i-xc3 16 Sbl Bxbl 17 icxbl i.h3 
18 Sdl We8 19 Wf3 We6; in both cases 
Black has good play for the pawn) 15 
Sbl (White should consider the greedy 
15 i.d2 £ie5 16 Sabi!?) 15...Sxbl 16 
<£>xbl <^e5 17 -&d5 We8 18 c5 and a 
draw was agreed in an uncleaT position 
in O.Cvitan-M.Al Modiahki, Biel 2002. 



This gives Black good piece play. The 
knight is a bit of a nuisance here and 
Black is Teady to seize the initiative on 
the light squares. 

12 a3 

White immediately kicks the knight, 
because afteT 12 We2 Black’s bishop 
finds another route with 12...a5l 13 Sdl 
Aa6. Following 14 Wd2 c5! Black has 
good play: for example, 15 .&a3 (if 15 a3 
<£>d3, while after 15 dxc5 dxc5 Black has 
a lead in development and a clear initia¬ 
tive) 15...Wc7 (Black has also tTied 

15.. .4}d7, which looks a little passive, but 

15.. .C4!? deserves attention), and now: 
a) 16 <£sel cxd4 (Black could main¬ 
tain the tension with l6...Bfc8 as well) 
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17 exd4 was V.Tkachiev-M.Paragua, Bas- 
tia (rapid) 2003. Now 17...Sfc8 18 Sad 
Wd7 would give Black a nice position 
b) 16 Sad Sfc8 (16...C4!?) 17 dxc5 
was D.Zoler-B.Socko, Biel 2007. Here 

17.. .dxc5! with the idea of ...3fd8 would 
give Black the initiative. 

12 .. .±e 6 13 We2 ftbd5 14 £>xd5 ±xd5 
15 b4 

White tTies to hold off Black’s pawn 
breaks, but as we shall see this is not 
very successful. Instead 15 Wxa6 Sxb3 
favours Black, so White should probably 
seek to equalize with 15 4id2. 



15...C5! 

This is the most aggressive move, 
but there are a couple of viable alterna¬ 
tives: 

a) 15...Wc8 16 ilb2 Wb7 17 Sabi Sfc8 
18 Sfd h5l? with a level position in 
G.Camacho-LMartinez, Cardenas 2005. 

b) 15...a5 and now: 

bl) 16 £d 2 £ie4 17 Sabi (17 bxa5?l 
Sb2) was D.Komljenovic-F.Nijboer, Metz 
2001 . Now 17...axb4 18 axb4 c6 19 Sfd 
Wd7 would give Black a very nice posi¬ 
tion. 


b 2 ) 16 bxa5 c5 17 Ad 2 <£>e4 18 Sabi 
Sxbl 19 Sxbl £ixd2 (maintaining the 
tension with 19...Wa8! looks even better) 
20 Wxd2 Wa8 21 £sel Axq2 22 £ixg2 
cxd4 23 exd4 We4 24 Sel (24 Sb4 Wd5 
25 a6 is a better try) 24...Wxd4 25 Wxd4 
jixd4 26 Sxe7 Sa8 with a level ending 
in M.Stangl-V. Baklan, Austrian League 
2007. 

16 bxc5 

Instead 16 Ad2 c4 leaves Black with 
a strong passed pawn and good control 
of the centre. White fell apart quickly in 
the following game: 17 Sfcl Wd7 18 
-&flWb7 (l8...Bfc8l?) 19 £\el e5 20 dxe5 
^e4l 21 Sabi Axes 22 £ic2? Ac3l 23 
Axc3 ^xc3 0-1 R.Aulinger-K.Kachiani 
GeTsinska, Fuerth 2001. 

I6...dxc5 17 Wxa6 

White grabs material, as Black is do¬ 
ing well after 17 Ab2 <Sje4. 

17-.cxd4 18 exd4 

Black also has a powerful initiative 
afteT 18 £ixd4 Axg2 19 ^xg2 Wd5+ 20 
f 3 (ot 20 ‘S’gl <£se4!) 20...Sfc8. 



l8...Sb3! 19 Ael ^g4 20 Sfel <^xe3 21 
Sxe3 
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Black has a similar trick after 21 fxe3 
jLxf3 22 JLxf3 ^.xd4 23 exd4 Sxf3 and 
here 21 ..JLh 6 !? 22 e4 Ab7 23 Wa4 Wb6 
is also very tempting. 

21...3xe3 22 fxe3 Axf3 23 icxf3 i_xd4l 
Black wins back the pawn and enjoys 
a nice advantage because of his better 
structure and safeT king, A.Vul- 
KTeTTieux, Stockholm 2009. 

B) 9 i±2 



This is the most natural move. 

9.. .b5 10 cxb5 

White makes this exchange to avoid 
problems on the b-file. Instead 10 4iel 
icd7 11 cxb5 axb5 transposes to note ‘a’ 
to White's 11th move, below, while in¬ 
stead 10 d5 £>a5 11 cxb5 is variation ‘b’ 
there. 

10.. .axb5 11 Sd 

White occupies the freshly opened c- 
file. This is the most logical move, but a 
couple of otheT ideas have been tried as 
well: 

a) 11 £iel (White gains a tempo by 
attacking the c6-knight) ll...^.d7 12 Scl 
and now: 



al) 12...e6 is a typical, flexible move 
in the Panno: 13 e3 (13 £>xb5 leads to a 
dull equality after 13...Sxb5 14 ii.xc6 
,&xc6 15 Sxc6 Wa8 16 Sxc7 ^xa2) 
13 ...b4 14 £sbl Sb6 15 £sd3 Wb8 16 flc2 
Sc8 17 Wd2 ^d5 was uncleaT in 
D.Poldauf-S.Atalik, Hastings 1995. 

a2) 12...e5 13 £ixb5 (afteT 13 ^.xc6 
,&xc6 14 dxe5 dxe5 15 Wxd8 Sfxd8 16 
£sd3 e4 17 £sb4 Ae8 Black's bishop-paiT 
compensated foT the weaknesses in his 
structure in Bu Xiangzhi-E.lnaTkiev, Nov¬ 
gorod 2007) 13...Sxb5 14 i.xc6 i.xc6 15 
Sxc6 Wa8 16 Sc2 Wxa2 (I pTefeT Mik- 
halevski’s suggestion of I6...e4! when 
Black’s queenside pressure combined 
with the pooT position of White’s knight 
gives Black good play foT the pawn) 17 
dxe5 dxe5 18 JLxeS Wxb3 19 £sd3 Se8 
20 Jtxf6 ±xf6 21 £scl We6 22 Sxc7 3d8 
23 Wa4 Sb2 and Black had enough ac¬ 
tivity to draw in P.Nikolic-F.HelleTs, Wijk 
aan Zee 1986. 

a3) 12...b4 13 £>a4 (13 £sbl could be 
met by 13...3b6, 13...^a5 ot I3...£>a7) 

13...£>a5 (instead 13...£>a7?l does not 
mix with ,...&d7 and 14 £sd3 gives White 
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an edge) 14 ^d3 i.xa4 (I4...fib5l? in¬ 
tending ...c6 and ...Wb8 is also possible) 
15 bxa4 Wd7 16 Wd 2 (16 e4 c6 17 Sel 
Wa7 18 Wd2 bB! gave Black good play in 
I.Nemet-V.Bologan, Biel 1993) l6...Sfc8 
(worse is l6...Wxa4 17 Sxc7) is rather 
unclear. Bologan gives the possible line 
17 £M>4 Wxa4 18 ±c3 c6 19 Sbl d5 20 
<£xd5 <£xd5 21 i.xa5 i.xd4 22 e3 Sa8 
with equality. 

b) 11 d5 £sa5 12 £)d4 b4 and now we 
have: 



bl) 13 bl?! is too passive: 13...^.b7 
14 e4 (after 14 ^c6 iLxc6 15 dxc6 d5 the 
c6-pawn is weak) 14...C5 15 dxc6 ^xc6 
16 ®xc6 J.xc6 and Black is better devel¬ 
oped. Note that 17 e5? fails to 17...^.xg2 
18 exf6 i.xf6 when Black wins material. 

b2) 13 ^cb5?! is tricky, but looks too 
risky for White: 13...^xd5 (a good alter¬ 
native is 13...e5l? 14 dxe6 c5 15 ®c6 
®xc6 16 exf7+ Sxf7 17 i.xc6 Wb6! 
when 18 Wxd6 fails to l8..JLf8 and 18 
®xd6 Wxc6 19 ®xf7 < S>xf7 favours Black) 
14 i.xd5 Sxb5 15 ^xb5 i.xb 2 16 Sbl 
i.g7 gives Black a pawn and excellent 
play for the exchange. After 17 ^d4 c5 


18 £\c 2 ±h3 19 ±g2 i.xg2 20 &xq2 
Wa8+ 21 &gl £>c6 Black had the upper 
hand in B.lstrate-L.Nisipeanu, Calarasi 
1995. 

b3) 13 ^a4 e5! with a further 
branch: 



b3l) 14 dxe6 fxe6 15 ®c6 ^xc6 16 
i.xc6 e5 17 Wc2 and here both 17..~&h3 
18 JLg2 jLxg2 19 < 4 > xg2 Sf7 (M.Najdorf- 
J.Nunn, England 1983) and 17...^.e6 18 
Sadi Wc8 19 i-cl Wa6 20 ±g2 Sfc8 
(S.Khamdamov-A.Fedorov, Dresden 
Olympiad 2008) are pleasant for Black. 

b32) After 14 <£ic 6 ^xc6 15 dxc6 
White’s queenside demonstration has 
not troubled Black. The a4-knight is out 
of play and the c6-pawn is more of a 
weakness than a strength: 15...Se8!? 
(I5...i.a6) 16 Scl h5l? 17 Wd2 J.a6 18 
Sfdl h4 19 Sc 2 hxg3 20 hxg3 Wc8 21 
Wg5 i.b5 and Black was better in 
Nguyen Anh Dung-M.A1 Modiahki, Subic 
Bay 2009. 

b33) 14 £>c2 &d7 15 We 1 (after 15 
®e3 ±h616 iicl Sb5 17 Wd3 Wa8 Black 
is better according to Bologan) 
15..Jb<a4 (15...C5!? is another idea) 16 
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bxa4 £sc 4 17 Sbl <^xb2 18 Sxb2 e4 19 
Sxb4 4^xd5 20 Sxe4 Sb2 21 Sc4 (Black 
had sufficient counterplay after 21 Wd2 
4 }c 3 22 Sc4 ®xa2 23 icc6 Wb8 in 
V.BuTmakin-A.Khalifman, Elista 1995) 

21 .. .£sb 6 22 Sc6 £sxa4 23 Wa5 £sc5 24 
Scl was V.BuTmakin-T.Balabaev, PaT- 
dubice 2002. Here 24...'®'g5! hitting the 
cl-Took looks strong: foT example, 25 e3 
(ot 25 f4 Wf5 26 e4 Wh5 transposing) 

25.. .Wf5! 26 e4 Wg5! 27 f4 Wh5 and 
White has seTious problems. 



11.. .b4 

Black forces the pace, but ll...icd7l? 
is a decent alternative: 12 d5 (12 £sel 
transposes to note ‘a’ to White’s 11th 
move, above) I2...£sa5 13 £sd4 b4 
(I3...e5?! does not work out well afteT 14 
dxe6 fxe6 15 £icxb5! because 15...icxb5 
fails to 16 £sxe6 Wd7 17 Sxc7 Wxe6 18 
±d5! and 15...Sxb5 16 £sxb5 i.xb5 17 
Wd2 c6 18 Ac3 £sb7 19 a4 is much bet¬ 
ter foT White) 14 £sbl (White should 
probably pTefeT 14 £sa4 e5 15 dxe6 fxe6 
16 £sc6 £sxc6 17 Jb<c6 Axc6 18 Sxc6 
Sf7 19 Wd3 with a faiTly level position) 

14.. .e5 15 £sc2 (15 dxe6 is safeT, but 


Black has good play afteT I5...fxe6) 

15...C5! 16 dxc6 Jtxc6 17 .&xc6 £sxc6 18 
£se3 Wd7 is good foT Black, as White is 
not well placed to contest the central 
squares. 



12 £sa4 

The passive alternative 12 <£ibl has 
been often played, but White has not 
scored well afteT I2...£sa7 (I2...£sa5 is 
possible, as is 12...iLd7 when 13 £sel 
was seen in note ‘a3’ to White’s 11th 
move) and now: 

a) 13 Wc2 with a further divide: 

al) 13...c6 14 £sbd2 JLa6 15 £ic 4 £ib5 
16 £se3 lc8 17 £sel?! £sd5 18 Wd2 £sdc3 
was much better foT Black in I.Almasi- 
I.Stohl, Hungarian League 2000. 

a 2 ) 13...£sb5 14 Wc4 £sd7 15 Wxb4 
£sxd4 16 Wd2 4^xf3+ 17 ±xf3 icxb2 18 
Wxb2 c5 19 Sfdl Was 20 Wd2 Wxd2 21 
ISxd2 icb7 22 icxb7 Sxb7 was fine foT 
Black in S.Provoost-F.Nijboer, Vlissingen 
2010. 

b) 13 £sel £sd7 (ot 13...C6 14 £sd3 
Aa6 15 Wc 2 £sd7) 14 £sd3 JLa6 and 
here: 

bl) 15 d5l? ^.xd3 (simpler is 
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15....&xb2 16 £\xb2 e6 17 dxe6 fxe6 18 
Wd4 4ic8 with approximate equality in 
O.RomauishiTi-V.BaklaTi, Grouirigeri 
2010 ) 16 JLxg7 Jb<e 2 17 Wxe 2 <S>xg7 18 
Wd2 Bb6 (haugiug on to the pawn is 
risky; Bologan prefers I8...£)f6 19 Sc4 
Wd7 20 Sxb4 Sxb4 21 Wxb4 c5 22 dxc6 
£\xc6 23 Wd2 Sc8 with approximate 
equality) 19 Sc4 ®b8 20 Sfcl 2c8 21 
Sh4 arid with all Black's pieces jumbled 
up on the queenside, White had very 
Teal attacking chances in A.Kiss-E.Kislik, 
Szombathely 2008. 

b 2 ) 15 Wd 2 JLxd3 16 Wxd3 c5 17 
Wd 2 <£ib5 18 dxc5 JLxb 2 19 Wxb 2 £\xc5 
with counteTplay in S.ATishin-N.Kaba- 
nov, Omsk 2001. 

b3) AfteT 15 JLh3 e6 16 Sc2 White’s 
play looks a bit odd. 



Here 16...C6 17 Wd2 Wb6 18 &f4 
19 Sfcl Sfe8 was uncleaT in C.Lutz- 
V.Bologan, German League 1994, but I 
would pTefeT 16...C5!? 17 dxc5 icxd3 18 
Wxd3 .&xb2 19 Sxb2 £\xc5 when Black 
has an excellent position. 

12...^a7 

It is often a difficult decision whete 


to place the knight. From a 5 the knight 
can contest the c4-squaTe, while from 
a7 it can emerge on b5. If Black can then 
play ...£\d5 White will have to woTTy 
about an invasion on c3. In general both 
knight moves can combine well with 
...JLa6, but if Black plays ...JLd7 then it is 
usually worse to play ...<£)a7, as both of 
Black’s queenside pieces will want to 
use the b5-squaTe. If Black plays 
...JLd7xa4, the a7-knight remains out of 
play. 

Here 12...£\a7 has been played fre¬ 
quently, but 12...<£ia5 is possible as well. 
AfteT 13 Wc2 (13 d5 -&d7 14 £id4 was 
seen in the notes to Black's 11th move, 
above, while 13 ^el .&d7 is note *a3’ to 
White’s 11th) 13...C6 14 ^el .&a6 15 
£)d3 Wd7 (I5...i.b5l?) 16 #d2 Wb7 17 
Sc2 ^d5 18 Sfcl 2fd8 19 h4 e6 20 e4 
£\e7 21 Jifl JLxd3 with a draw was the 
not veTy Tevealing V.Papin-E.lnaTkiev, 
Dagomys 2010. 



13 Wc2 

White has several alternatives: 
a) 13 d5 e5 (ot 13 ...e 6 14 e4 e5l? 15 
Wc2 ^b5 16 £\el JLh6, as in H.Teske- 
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A.Sebbar, Manakesh 2010) 14 dxe6 fxe6 
15 #c2 c5?! (better is I5...£ib5 with the 
idea of 16 Wc4 c5) 16 3fdl We7? 17 
2xd6! was LAroriian-H.Nakamura, Mos¬ 
cow (blitz) 2010. This is a tTick to be 
aware of: 17...^’xd6 18 i.e5 wins back 
the Took. 

b) 13 £)el ±b7 14 Wc2 ±xg2 15 
£>xg2 does not look too dangerous. AfteT 
15 ...c6 16 e4 Wa5 17 £se3 Sfc8 18 f4 d5 
19 e5 £se4 20 f5 e6 21 fxe6 fxe6 22 £>g4 
2f8 Black was fine in P.Nikolic-A.Shirov, 
Monte CaTlo (Tapid) 1999. 

c) It is logical to head foT c4 with 13 
^d2l? against ...‘SW ideas because 
Black will have trouble challenging the 
knight: 



13-.^.d7 (this looks suspicious; Black 
should consider 13 ..Jk.b7 14 e4 e6 with a 
flexible position) 14 £ic4 ib5 (White 
keeps an edge afteT I4....&xa4 15 bxa4 
®d7 16 Wc2 c5 17 2fdl according to 
Bologan) 15 2el e6 16 e4 17 Wd2 
^xe4 18 J.xe4 d5 and here instead of 19 
±d3 dxc4 20 i.xc4 J.xa4 21 bxa4 c5 22 
Sedl <£ib6 23 JLb5 cxd4 24 i.xd4 i.xd4 
25 Wxd4 ^d5 with even chances in 


P.Nikolic-L.McShane, Istanbul 2003, Bo¬ 
logan suggests 19 £)c5 dxe4 20 Wxb4 
^d6 21 ®e5 with an edge foT White. 

13...C6 

Not 13...^b5 14 Wc4, but now Black 
intends ...Was and either ...J.a6 ot ...Hi 5 
and ,..^.h3. 

14 e4 

AfteT 14 £>el J.a6 15 ®d3 Wa5 16 
fifdl 2fc8 Black is Teady to play ...jLb5 ot 
...£>d7. 



The play is very flexible and Black has 
a several possibilities here: 

a) 14...i.a6 15 2fel i.b5 16 e5 ^d5 
17 h4 (White tries to create problems on 
the kingside) 17...Wa5 18 h5 ^.xa4 19 
bxa4 was Y.Razuvaev-Z.PolgaT, Dort¬ 
mund 1985 . Here Black should probably 
seek counteTplay with 19...^b6!?. 

b) 14...i.d7 15 2fel Wa5 16 e5 <£d5 
17 ^d2 ^b5 18 ^c4 Wa7 with a typi¬ 
cally uncleaT position was N.StTaub- 
M.Szelag, Warsaw 2005. 

c) 14..JLh6 15 2cdl Wa5 16 d5 i.a6 
17 2fel 2fc8 18 Wbl cxd5 19 ^.xf6 exf6 
20 2xd5 ®b5 was faiTly level in 
D.Poldauf-J.Nunn, Bundesliga 1998. 
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d) 14...®a5 and here: 
dl) After 15 h3 Aa6 16 Sfel JLb5 
Black is Teady to create counteTplay with 
...^d7, ...Axa4 and ...4ib6. 

d 2 ) 15 e5 ®d5 16 £\d 2 ±f5 17 JLe4 
i.xe4 18 Wxe4 Wa6 19 Wh4 f5 20 exf6 
JLxf6 21 We4 ®c8 22 4ic4 Hf5 23 Wg2?! 
was G.BagatuTov-D.Dochev, Glifada 
2000. Here simply 23 ...£)b5 gives Black 
good play. 

d3) 15 Sfel Wh5 16 e5 (instead 16 
£)d2 iLh3 17 f3 Sfc8 looks okay and 16 
h4 Wa5 17 ®d2 i.e6 18 Wd3 1^5 also 
looked fine in O.Romanishin-J.DwoTa- 
kowska, Gausdal 2006) I6...^d5 17 ^d2 
^.h3 18 iLe4 f5l? 19 ^.f3 was S.Guliev- 
V.Bologan, OstTava 1993. Here Bologan 
suggests 19...^.g4 with the idea of 20 
Ji,g2 f4! with attacking chances. 

C) 9 £\d5 



This lunge has developed into 
White’s most popular choice. It is not so 
easy to explain, howeveT, as White vio¬ 
lates classical principles. That said, 
White certainly avoids having his knight 
harassed by Black’s b-pawn and by ex¬ 


changing knights he hopes to limit 
Black’s scope foT counteTplay. 

9...^h5!? 

This equally extravagant Teply is 
Black’s main response. By moving the 
knight, Black hopes to gain time by play¬ 
ing ...e6. Black may also ‘go Dutch’ with 
...f5 and several otheT moves have been 
tried in practice: 

a) 9-b5 10 <£)xf6+ jLxf6 (I0...exf6 is 
probably better) ll JLh6 3e8 12 Bel 
does not look so terrible, but Black has 
had a hoTTifyingly bad score in practice. 
White’s play is very simple and Black has 
trouble being disruptive. 

b) 9...^xd5 is generally considered to 
be a mistake, but matters aTe not so 
cleaT afteT 10 cxd5 £)b4 (Black must 
make suTe that this knight does not be¬ 
come trapped) ll e4 f5 12 £>g5 



and now: 

bl) 12...fxe4?! 13 i.xe4 c6 14 ®xh7l 
&xh7 15 Wh5+ ^g8 16 JLxg6 Bf6 17 
Wh7+ 4T8 18 ±h6 Sxg6 19 Wxg6 (19 
Wh8+ <4f7 20 Wxd8 Bxh6 21 Wb6 may 
be even stronger) l9...jLxh6 20 Wxh6+ 
&e8 21 dxc6 bxc6 was O.Romanishin- 
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B.Kantsler, Tbilisi 1986. Here 22 Sfel 
gives White a big advantage because 

22.. .41c2? loses to 23 Wg6+. 

b2) 12...C5 is not so clear: 13 dxc6 
(Black has counteTplay afteT 13 e5l? 
dxe5 14 dxe5 .&xe5 15 Sbl f4! with the 
idea 16 a3 4la2 17 We2 Sf5l, while 13 
M )2 h6 14 4ie6 jLxe6 15 dxe6 cxd4 16 
exf5 gxf5 17 a3 £>c6 18 Scl Wb6 was 
uncleaT in A.GToenn-P.Haugli, Oslo 
2011 ) 13...£lxc6 14 exf5 was 

A.Rustemov-V.Loginov, Elista 2001. Here 
Black should play 14...^.xf5 with the 
idea 15 i.d5+ <£>118 16 £)f7+?! Sxf7 17 
i.xf7 4ixd4 with more than enough foT 
the exchange. 

c) 9...£le4 is similar in nature to 

9.. .£sh5. The knight may be more active 
on e4, but it is also more exposed. Black 
aims foT a quick ...f5 with a kind of Len¬ 
ingrad Dutch. AfteT 10 &b2 Black has 
tried: 



cl) 10...f5 11 e3 e6 12 £>c3 4ixc3 13 
i.xc3 We7 14 b4 4id8 15 b5l? £>f7 16 
Wb3 b6 17 4ld2 <£>h8 18 f4 i.b7 19 a4 
i.xg2 20 &xq2 was A.KaTpov-I.Sokolov, 
DoTtmund 1999. White’s space and 


queenside play give him an edge. 

c2) 10...e6 11 £)f4 (this looks better 
than 11 £se3 f5 ot ll <Sjc 3 4lxc3 12 icxc3 
e5), and now Black should be caTeful: foT 
example, 11 ...f5 12 e3 We8 13 Scl g5 14 
£sd3 £sd8 15 4id2 4if6 16 f4 with a com¬ 
fortable plus foT White in O.Cvitan- 
A.Habibi, Lugano 1999. 

d) 9..~&g4!? is a healthy, active move 
which deserves seTious attention. AfteT 
10 jLb2 (if 10 <£sxf6+ iLxf6 11 jLh6 Black 
can play ll..JLxf3 12 exf3 i.xd4 13 
i.xf8 icxal 14 icxe7 Wxe7 15 Wxal Se8 
with equality ot ll...5e8 with the idea 
of ...JLxf3 ot ...e5) 10...4ixd5 11 cxd5 £sb4 
Black has some pressure against the d5- 
pawn, but he must make suTe his knight 
does not get trapped. 



White has: 

dl) 12 £sel c6 13 dxc6<£sxc6 is level. 

d2) 12 h3 ±d7 13 e4 (13 £iel c6) 

13...f5 14 ftg5 fxe4 15 i.xe4 c6 was okay 
foT Black in O.Romanishin-B.Socko, Ath¬ 
ens 2005, as 16 £sxh7?! does not Teally 
woTk afteT I6...<4>xh7 17 Wh5+ '£g8 18 
iLxg6 Sf6. 

d3) 12 e4 f5! 13 h3 fxe4 14 hxg4 exf3 
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15 -&xf3 We8! 16 g5 (16 a3 Wf7! hits 
both f3 and d5) and now: 

d 3 l) l 6 ...Sxf 3 !? may be playable, but 
Black is really just trying to sit and hold 
a dTaw: 17 Wxf3 Wf7 18 We 2 Sf 8 19 f4 
<5^xd5 (a better try was 19...h6 because 
afteT 20 Sf2?l hxg5 21 fxg5 Wxf2+ 22 
Wxf 2 Sxf 2 23 < S’xf 2 <£)xd5 Black should 
hold comfortably) 20 Sf2 h6 21 Safi 
and White was better in Wang Hao- 
A.Grischuk, Wijk aan Zee 2011. 

d32) l6...Wf7 17 Jtg4 and now in¬ 
stead of 17...Wxd5? 18 Wei! Wb5 19 a4! 
Wb6 20 a5 Wb5 21 ±e2! 1-0 T.PetTik- 
V.Talla, BTezova 2009, Black could go 

17.. .<£ixd5 18 We2 e5 19 f4 Sbe8 with 
uncleaT play. 

e) 9...e6!? is natural. It is difficult to 
believe White can fight for an advan¬ 
tage afteT spending all these moves just 
to tTade knights, but matters aTe not so 
simple afteT 10 <£)xf6+ Wxf6 (instead 

10 .. .Jtxf 6 11 ^.h6 Se8 12 e3! e5 13 d5 e4 
14 dxc6 exf3 15 ii.xf3 i-xal 16 Wxal f6 
was O.Romanishin-R.Gunawan, Sara¬ 
jevo 1988, and 17 Sdll? gives White 
nice compensation f ot the exchange). 



Here practice has seen: 
el) 11 ,&b2 We7 (this is necessary, 
because ll...e5 12 d5 <£)d4? loses a pawn 
afteT 13 <£ixd4 exd4 14 e3 and 12...<£)d8 
13 c5! We7 14 cxd6 cxd6 15 <£)d2 f5 16 
<£ic 4 ®f7 17 Bel favoured White in 

M. Podgaets-A.FedoTov, Moscow 2002) 
12 e4 e5 13 d5 £)d8 and here: 

ell) 14 Wd2 f5 15 exf5 and now in¬ 
stead of 15..~&xf5 16 <£)h4 i.d7 17 f4 
<&f7 18 Bael with an edge foT White in 
O.Romanishin-S.Atalik, Bled 2000, Black 
should play 15...gxf5! with the idea of 
...f4 according to Atalik. 

el 2 ) 14 £lel f 5 15 <£id3 fxe4 16 Axe4 
£>f7 17 ±g 2 ilf 5 18 Bel Wd7 19 f4 exf4 
20 Axg7 < £ > xg7 21 <£)xf4 <£>e5 was level in 

N. GuTieli-Wang Pin, Jakarta 1993. 

el3) 14 £id 2 f5 15 exf5 ±xf5 
(I5...gxf5 16 f4 is White's idea) 16 <?'ie4 
<£)f7 (this is much better than the hasty 

I6...±xe4 17 -&xe4 £lf7 18 h4! Wd7 19 
( S > g2 £ih6 20 h5 £lf5 21 hxg6 hxg6 22 
Bhl with a cleaT advantage foT White in 
M.Mchedlishvili-V.Milov, Batumi 2002) 
17 Wd2 (afteT 17 h4 g5 18 hxg5 <£ixg5 
Black has counteTplay according to Bo- 
logan) 17...^.h6!? (intending ...<£)g5; in¬ 
stead Bologan gives 17...^.xe4 18 ,&xe4 
£>g5 19 We 2 ®xe4 20 Wxe4 Bf5 21 f3 
with just a slight edge to White) and 
now if 18 f4? icxe4 19 icxe4 exf4 20 
Wd4 fxg3l is possible, as all of the 
squares aTe covered and 21 hxg3 £>e5 
leaves Black with a healthy extTa pawn. 

e2) 11 icg5 Wf5 (the placement of 
Black's queen looks a bit pTecaTious, but 
he is counting on ...£\xd4 tTicks) 12 Wd2 
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(White allows Black's little tn'ck; instead 
12 ±e3 e5 13 Wd2 Wh5 gave Black 
counterplay on the kingside in 
J.Timman-A.Fedorov, Las Vegas 1999). 



Here Black needs to decide whether 
ot not he should execute his ‘threat’.- 
e2l) 12...<5'ixd4 (well, this was Black’s 
idea, but now he must walk a fine line 
in an attempt to hold the coming end¬ 
game) 13 £)xd4 ^.xd4 14 Wxd4 Wxg5 15 
#a7! ^.d7 16 JLxb7 a5 (ot lG.-WaS and 
now instead of 17 Wxa6 Wxa6 18 i.xa6 
Sb6 with a level ending, White should 
pTefeT 17 jLf 3 Wb6 18 Wxb6 Exb6 19 c5l 
which kept some pressure in G.Zaichik- 
J.LangTeck, Philadelphia 2003) 17 Bfdl 
Sfd8 18 JLf 3 Wc5 19 Wxc5 dxc5 20 Sd3! 
(stronger than 20 >fcfl 2b6 21 Sd2 Sd6 
22 Sadi J.e8 23 ^el ^f8 with a draw 
in P.Nielsen-A.FedoTov, AaTS 1999) 

20 .. .‘&f 8 21 Sadi &e7 22 Se3 a4? 23 
Sd5 and White won a pawn in Bu 
Xiangzhi-V.Bologan, Gibraltar 2008. In¬ 
stead of 22...a4, Mikhalevski suggests 

22 .. JLe 8 ! 23 Sd5 Sxd5 24 cxd5 ±d7 25 
dxe6 iLxe6 26 iLd5 Sb4 with the idea of 
...c4 when Black manages to equalize. 


e22) 12...e5 is much less common, 
but it looks quite playable: 13 d5 £)d414 
£ixd4 (14 JLe3 Wc 2 l 15 £)xd4 Wxd 2 16 
i.xd2 exd4 completely equalizes and 
afteT 17 Sad 2e8 18 e3 JLf5 19 Sfel?! 
dxe3 20 ^.xe3? .&b2 Black won the ex¬ 
change in C.GoldwaseT-S.leTmito, Villa 
MaTtelli 2008) 14...exd4 15 .&h6 iLxh6 
16 Wxh6 We5 17 Wd2 i.g418 Sfel Sfe8 
(perhaps l8...Sbe8 is a subtle improve¬ 
ment, because 19 &-fl c5 20 dxc6 bxc6 
21 Sadi c5 22 h3 i.c8! 23 e3 Wg5 looks 
okay) 19 ^fl?! (instead 19 &-fl intend¬ 
ing 20 Sadi would give Black some 
problems to solve: foT example, 19...C5 
20 dxc6 bxc6 21 Sadi c5 22 h3 ±f5 23 
e3 and Black is undeT pressure) 19...Wh5 
20 f3 was S.Slipak-S.leTmito, Villa MaT¬ 
telli 2009. Now 20...±d7 21 &gl Se3 22 
Wxd4 Sbe8 would give Black ample 
compensation f ot the pawn. 

Finally, we Tetum to 9...£ih5: 



10i.b2 

Instead 10 e4 leads nowheTe afteT 

10.. JLg4! (this is much better than 

10.. .e6 11 £)e3 ot io...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 
jLb2 e6 13 £ie3; in either case White has 
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an edge) 11 ±b2 e5 12 h3 ,&xf3 13 i.xf3 
<£lf6 14 ®xf6+ (or 14 dxe5 ®xd5 15 cxd5 
<£sxe5 with the idea 16 &g2 £yf3+ 17 
±xf3 i.xb2) 14...Wxf6 15 d5 ®d4 and 
Black had completely equalized in 

M. Pavlovic-F.Nijboer, Hilversum 2009. 

10.. .e611 <2k3 

The knight simply retreats. White 
judges that if Black brings his knight 
back to f6, both sides will have lost two 
tempi and that Black has been enticed 
to play the useful but perhaps not op¬ 
timal move ...e6. OtheT retreats may 
seem more purposeful, but they aTe not 
any betten 

a) 11 £if4?! compromises White’s pawn 
structure: ll...<2ixf4 12 gxf4 b5 13 Scl 
<£\e7 (flexible and good, but both 

13.. .^.b7 and 13...bxc4 14 Sxc4 ®b4 
could also be considered) 14 Wd2 i.b7 
gives Black a healthy, dynamic position. 
Some examples: 

al) 15 c5?l was played in MJiTovsky- 
F.Jenni, Baden 1999. Here 15...^.e4l 
would give Black an excellent position. 
a2) 15 i.a3 Se8 16 Sfdl i.e4 17 We3 
JLxf3! 18 Wxf3 £if5 19 e3 b4 (another 
idea is 19...C51? with the idea of 20 dxc5 
Wa5) 20 iLb2 c5 gave Black good play 
against White’s pawn stmctuTe in 

N. EdzgveTadze-M.Hebden, London 1999. 

a3) 15 Sfdl bxc4 16 Sxc4 £sd5 17 
Sdcl h6 18 e3 f5 19 £>el g5 with good 
counteTplay, G.Schwartzman-A.I srta- 
tescu, Bucharest 1994. 

b) 11 £\e3 is more important. On e3 
the knight defends the c4-pawn, so 
Black’s ...b5 advance loses some bite. 


However, the knight may be awkwardly 
placed, as it blocks White’s e-pawn and 
it could become a target foT Black's ad¬ 
vancing f-pawn. Black has: 



bl) ll...b5 does not Teally improve 
Black’s position. AfteT 12 Scl i.d7 13 
Wd2 <£\e7 14 d5 e5 15 c5 White was cer¬ 
tainly better in V.BuTmakin-B.Vigh, 
SchwaTzach 1999. 

b2) ll...f5 weakens e6 a little eaTly: 
12 Wd2! (instead 12 Wc2 f4 13 £idl e5 
gives Black the initiative, while 12 Wcl 
£\e7 13 Sel b5 14 £lfl bxc4 15 Wxc4 
®d5 16 e4?l ®df4l 17 gxf4 fxe4 18 
^3d2 <SM4 19 ®g3 was O.Romanishin- 

M. Pavlovic, LinaTes 1996, and here 

19.. .d5l 20 Wc2 ®d3 gives Black a huge 
advantage afteT either 21 Sfl c5 ot 21 
i.c3 Sxf2) 12../he7 13 Sacl b6 
(I 3 ..~&h 6 !? 14 d5 e5 15 c5 e4 16 cxd6 
cxd6 17 £iel 4Tf6 gave Black counteT¬ 
play in Nguyen Ngoc Tmong Son- 

N. Samakov, Guangzhou 2010, where 
Black managed to score a big upset) 14 
c5l dxc5 (I4...^.b7 15 ®g5l illustrates 
one problem with a quick ...f5, but 

14.. .^.h6 could be considered) 15 Sfdl 
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and White had excellent compensation 
for the pawn in V.Akopian-V.Bologan, 
Elista Olympiad 1998. 

b3) ll...£)e7 looks best. White has: 
b3l) 12 Wd2 b6 13 Sacl i.b7 14 
Sfdl h6 15 c5 £if6 gives sufficient play. 
A nice example of Black’s possibilities 
was 16 cxb6 cxb6 17 ica3 (activating 
with 17 4}c4 was better) 17...b5! 18 Wb4 
4te8 19 Wei a5 20 i.b 2 f5 and Black had 
an excellent position in I.Rausis- 
V.Bologan, Enghien les Bains 1999. 

b32) 12 Scl jLd7 (Black can also play 
the more thematic 12 ...b6 13 Wc2 J.b7 

14 Sfdl <£yf6 15 b4 .&e4 16 Wc3 as in 
P.Harikrishna-Z.Efimenko, Dubai 2004; 
now Stohl suggests I6...c6 with the idea 
of ...d5 ot ...b5) 13 c5 .&h6 14 cxd6 cxd6 

15 Sc2 Ac6 16 ChqA i.g7 17 <£iel i.xg2 
18 ®xg 2 f5 19 £>4e3 d5 (I9...f4l?) 20 
^.a3 Se8 21 £iel £>c6 22 £tf3 ^f6 
(22...Sc8!? would prevent White’s next 
move) 23 £ie5 £>xe5 24 dxe5 £>d7 25 
£.d6 Sc8 26 Sxc8 Wxc8 27 f4 was 
V.Akopian-A.Kuzmin, Dubai 1999, and 
here 27...^c5 looks strong. 

Il...b5 



With the white knight back on c3, 
Black continues with his original plan. 

12 d5 

A different but familiaT idea is 12 
cxb5 axb5 13 Scl. AfteT 13...b4 (ot 

13.. .1.d7 14 Wd2 b4 15 £»4 £ia5 16 Wc2 
as in Bu Xiangzhi-E.lnaTkiev, Ningpo 
2008; here Bologan suggest l6...Jk.c6!? 
17 e 4 £sf6 18 Sfel Wd7 with a good po¬ 
sition), and here: 

a) 14 <£>bl £ia7 (one of several possi¬ 
bilities, such as 14...^a5, 14....&b7, 

14.. .^.d7 ot even 14...Sb6) 15 <£\el £}b5 
16 Wd2 i.b7 17 Sc4 i.xg2 18 £ixg2 c5! 
19 dxc5 dxc5 20 Wxd8 Sfxd8 21 i.xg7 
( S > xg7 22 Sxc5 £sd4 and Black had excel¬ 
lent compensation foT the pawn in 
O.Romanishin-LSmirin, Ischia 1996. 

b) 14 £>a4 i-d7 (I4...£>a5 15 Wc 2 
Aa6 16 Sfel c6 17 e4 looked better foT 
White in O.Romanishin-F.NijboeT, Essen 
2001) 15 Wc2 We7 16 e3 Sfc8 17 £>el 
£\a5 18 ^d3 £)f6 19 Wd 2 i.xa4 20 bxa4 
d5! 21 <£ic5 ®c 4 22 We2 was V.Savon- 
Z.Lanka, Tmava 1989. Now 22...<£sxb2 23 
Wxb2 <£\d7 is level according to Lanka. 



12...£ie7 
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Black chooses to make use of the 
move ...e6. He can also continue with 
the thematic I2...^a5. After 13 dxe6 
Black could consider I3...bxc4!?, but in 
practice he has pTefeTTed to TecaptuTe 
on e6: 

a) 13...fxe6 allows an interesting 
pawn sacrifice: 14 c5! dxc5 15 Wc2 <£sc6 
16 Sadi (16 £>e4 ^d4 17 £>xd4 cxd4 18 
Sadi e5 19 e3 J.f5 transposes, but White 
could also try 18 Bad!?) I6...£)d4 17 
<Sxd4 cxd4 18 e3 e5 19 exd4 J.f5 (instead 
19...exd4?! 20 ‘Sds! Ag4 21 Sd 2 d3 22 
Wxd3 i.xb2 23 Sxb2 c6 24 We4 gave 
White a seTious plus in Ki.GeoTgiev- 
D.Antic, HeTceg Novi 2001) 20 ^e4 (Bolo- 
gan suggests White should try 20 Well? 
exd4 21 ^d5) 20...exd4 21 Wc5 Sf7 22 
Sd 2 We7 23 Wxe7 Sxe7 24 £>c5 d3 25 
jLxg7 ^xg7 was J.HoTvath-P.Blehm, Bu¬ 
dapest 2000. Here White should settle foT 
26 i.d5+ if8 27 ®xd3 Sd8 28 £>b4 Sd6 
29 Sfdl c5 with a level endgame. 

b) l3„JLxe6 14 cxb5 axb5 and now: 



bl) 15 Wd2 £>f6 (afteT 15..JLxb3 16 
axb3 ^xb3 17 Wc2 £>xal 18 Sxal b4 19 
®d5 White has the initiative) 16 ®g5 


and now l6..JLd7 17 £sce4 gave White 
an edge in L.OTtega-A.MaTtoTelli, Cam- 
pobasso 1999. Instead l6..JLxb3l? 17 
axb3 ^xb3 18 Wc2 ®xal 19 Sxal b4 
looks quite playable because here 20 
®d5? loses to 20...^xd5 as the g5-knight 
is hanging. 

b 2 ) 15 Wc 2 £>f6 16 ®g5 JLf5 17 e4 
i.d7 18 Sadi b4 19 £>e2 Se8 20 <Stf4 
Sb5 21 h4 h6?! 22 e5! dxe5 23 £lxf7 
&xf7 24 Wxg6+ ^g8 25 .&h3 gave White 
seTious attacking chances in J.Ehlvest- 
V.Bologan, StTatton Mountain 1999. 
Here 25...We7 would fail to 26 Jk.xd7 
®xd7 27 ®d5. Instead of 21...h6?l, Black 
could throw in 21...Sc5 22 Wbl h6 and 
now 23 e5 dxe5 24^xf7^xf7 25 Wxg6+ 
^g8 26 i.h3 We7 defends: foT example, 
27 Jb<d7 ^xd7 28 ^d5 We6 when Black 
is probably better. 



13 dxe6 Axe6 

Black can also play 13...fxe6 14 c5 
d5l? 15 £>d4 i.d7l 16 f4 b4 17 £la4 £lc6 
18 £>f 3 We7 19 Wc2 ®f6 20 Bad <£ie4 
21 Sfdl Sfd8 22 JLxg7 Wxg7 when he 
had good play in J.Szabolcsi- 
Y.ZimmeTman, Budapest 2001. 
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14 cxb5 axb5 15 Wd 2 



15.. .b4 

This looks best, but 15...£>f6 is also 
logical. After 16 4ig5 Black has: 

a) l6...jLd7 17 ^ce4 £>f5 18 Sad 
£ie8 19 icxg7 &xg7 20 Sfdl gave White 
pressure in MJiTovsky-M.Tissir, Tauta 
2001. Black lacks counteTplay here. 

b) l6..JLf5 17 Sfdl b4 18 £ice4 Axe4 
(it is important to eliminate White's 
knights) 19 £sxe4 ®xe4 20 i.xe4 JLxb2 
21 Wxb2 Wd7 was V.lvanchuk- 
T.Radjabov, Dubai (rapid) 2002. Black is 
pretty solid here, but White still looks a 
little better afteT 22 Sacl. 

c) I6...b4 17 ^ce4 (17 4ixe6 bxc3 18 
£ixd8 cxd2 19 <£)c6 £\xc6 20 iLxc6 d5! is 
unclear) and now: 

cl) 17...4ied5 18 4ixe6 (afteT 18 
^xf6+ 4ixf6 19 Sacl?! Ad7 20 Sc4 c5 
21 Sdl Bb6 22 Sf4?! We7 23 h4 ±f5 24 
Sf3 Sa6 25 ^.al h6 White’s position fell 
apart in A.Wojtkiewicz-A.lstTatescu, 
Krynica 1998) I8...fxe6 19 ftxf6+ ftxf6 
20 Sacl <£)d7?! (this loses material, but 
Black’s position is still unpleasant afteT 

20.. .C5 21 Sfdl) 21 i.xg7 ‘i’xg7 22 Sc4 


and White won a pawn in O.Cvitan- 
F.Jenni, Baden 1999. 

c2) 17...^xe4 is untTied, but looks 
fine: foT example, 18 4ixe4 ^.xb2 19 
Wxb2 £>d5 20 Sfdl f5 21 4ig5 (ot 21 
4k5 dxc5 22 We5 ^f6 23 Wxe6+ Wxe6 
24 i.xd5 ^f7) 21...Wxg5 22 Sxd5l? Wf6! 
and Black has little to fear 
16 £le4 

Instead 16 <£sa4 Ad5 17 i.xg7 ®xg7 
18 ^g5 ilxg2 19 < £ > xg2 4te6 is even ac¬ 
cording to Bologan. 

I6...i_xb2 17 Wxb2 



17...i-d5 

Black should also consider the forc¬ 
ing 17...f5!? 18 £\eg5 (safeT is 18 £ied2 
jk.d5, which would transpose to out 
main line) l8...jLd5 19 £>d4 Wd7 and it 
turns out that White cannot exploit the 
weak e6-squaTe: 20 e4 (afteT 20 J.xd5+?! 
£\xd5 the black knight is Teady to come 
into the c3-squaTe and 21 £\ge6? Sfe8 
would just lose material) 20...fxe4 21 
£ixe4 i-xe4 22 AxeA £>f6 23 icg 2 c5 24 
The! Sbe8 was fine foT Black in 
G. Lambert-CBamett, correspondence 
2001. 
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18 £>ed2 f 5 

Here too Black has a decent alterna¬ 
tive in 18 ...c5 19 e4 Ae6 20 Hadl 4ic6, as 
in O.Cvitan-V.Tkachiev, Pula 1999. 

19 Sfdl £>f6 20 Had Wd7 21 £>c4 .&e4 
Or 22 4ie3 Aa8 with balanced 

chances in Ki.Georgiev-T.Radjabov, Sara¬ 
jevo 2002. 

22 £>e3 £>ed5 23 £>xd5 £>xd5 24 a3 £>c3 
Black could also clamp the b4-square 
with 24...bxa3l? 25 Wxa3 c5. 

25 Bel c5 26 axb4 cxb4 27 <£id4 Sa8 
Both players have a well-placed 


knight and chances were level in 
M.Bellegotti-C.Williams, correspon¬ 
dence 2003. 
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Other moves are less important: 

a) 8 a4 a5 (securing the dark squares 
is very logical, but 8...<£)a5 and 8...e5 
could also be considered) 9 b3 Ag4 10 
i.b 2 ^d7 11 d5 ±xf3 12 exf3 £ib4 13 


lei <£ic 5 14 Se3 c6 15 Sbl !e8 16 f4 


In this chapter we examine moves 
foT White otheT than 8 d5, 8 h3 and 8 b3. 
These lines aTe not considered to be as 
critical, but they have theiT own venom 
and some of the positions that arise can 
be quite different from those we have 
considered thus fan Of these variations, 
I consider line ‘C’ to be fundamental to 
understanding the Panno and may be a 
bit underestimated, while line ‘E’ has 
become very popular. We have: 


#d7 gave Black a good position in 
R.SkomoTokhin-V.Bologan, Biel 1993. 

b) 8 a3 fta5 (a typical reaction with 
the b3-squaTe weakened) 9 £>d2 ftd7l? 
(9...C5) 10 e3 c5 11 ^e2 lb8 12 b4 £>c6 
and Black already had a slight initiative 
in V.Hort-A.ShiTov, Bundesliga 1994. 

c) 8 Wc2 is a stTange move: 8...i.f5 
(8...1b8 and 8... J.g4 aTe decent alterna¬ 
tives) 9 e4 i.g4 10 J.e3 £id7 11 d5 (in¬ 
stead 11 <£ie2 is well met by ll...@Sb4 
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Intending ...c5, while 11 Wd2 transposes 
to Line Cll, but with both sides having a 
tempo less) ll...£xf3 12 Axf3 (or 12 
dxc6 ,&xg2) 12...£)d4 with an easy game 
for Black. 

d) 8 <£>el does not carry any special 
idea. After 8...ii.d7 9 e3 Sb8 Black has 
normal play. 

e) 8 4id5 is kind of an accelerated 
version line of Line C from the previous 
chapter. White will lack the possibility of 
playing a quick Ab2 to cover the d- 
pawn, however. After 8...e6 (Black can 
consider 8...4ih5 and 8..JLg4 too) 9 
4ixf6+ Wxf6 10 e3 (to cover d4; if 10 
.&g5 Wf5 with similar play to that in 
Chapter 4) 10..JLd7 11 ^.d2 e5 12 d5 
<£sd8 13 e4 ^e7 14 Wb3 (Nunn sug¬ 
gested that White be satisfied with 14 
£sh4 -&f6 15 £sf3) 14...b6 15 i.c3 £sb7 16 
Wc2 a5 Black had a very comfortable 
position in V.Korchnoi-J.Nunn, Biel 1986. 

f) 8 ilf4!? looks funny, but it has 
been seen a bit lately. After 8...2b8 (of 
course 8...icd7 is possible as well) 9 2cl 
JLd7 White has: 



fl) 10 d5 £ia5 11 b3 b5 12 cxb5 axb5 


13 b4 £k: 4 14 £>d4 £sh5! 15 Ic 2 £sxf4 16 
gxf4 e5 17 dxe6 fxe6 when the bishop- 
pair and better structure gave Black a 
clear advantage in B.ltkis-V.Bologan, 
Igalo 1994. 

f 2 ) 10 e4 Se8!? 11 d5 £ia5 12 We 2 c5 
13 e5 £>h5 14 i.e3 b5 15 cxb5 axb5 16 
e6 fxe6 17 dxe6 ilxe6 18 4ixb5 was 
B.Larsen-J.Nunn, Tilburg 1982. Now 
l8...Wd7!? gives Black decent play: for 
example, 19 £}g5 (not 19 £>c3? icc4, 
while 19 a4 itb3 gives Black counter¬ 
play) 19...Wxb5 20 Wxb5 Sxb5 21 £sxe6 
Sxb2 with an unclear ending. 

f3) 10Wd2 



10...b5 (instead 10...He8!? 11 Ah6 
was E.Dizdarevic-P.Svidler, Plovdiv 2010, 
and here ll...ilxh6!? 12 Wxh6 e5 looks 
okay for Black) ll <£)d5 <5je4 12 Wc2 (bet¬ 
ter than 12 We3 f5 13 ilh6 bxc4 14 
,&xg7 15 Sxc4 .&e6 16 Sxc6 ilxd5 

17 Sxa6 Sxb2 with excellent counter¬ 
play in M.Grabarczyk-R.Kasimdzhanov, 
German League 2004) 12...f5 13 cxb5 
Sxb5 (worse is 13...axb5 14 4ixc7 Wxc7 
15 d5 with the initiative) 14 £sc3 and 
here 14...£}xc3 15 Wxc3 e5 16 dxe5 gave 
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White a big advantage in E.L'Ami- 
M.Erdogdu, Rijeka 2010, because 

I6...dxe5 can be met with 17 a4l. In¬ 
stead Black could have tried 14...Sb4l?. 

g) Provoking Black's next move with 
8 i.g5 does not seem to improve 
White’s chances at all. In fact, the extTa 
move can be TatheT useful: 8...h6 9 icd2 
(instead 9 J.e3 Sb8 10 h3 is Line Al in 
Chapter 3 , while 9 Ma Sb8 and 9 .&xf6 
i.xf6 10 Wd2 i.g7 do not promise White 
anything) leaves Black with a free ...h6 
compared to Line A, below, to which the 
position should be compared. 

Some examples: 

gl) 9..iSb8 10 Wcl (trying to exploit 
the placement of Black's h-pawn; afteT 
the analogous 10 Eel Black can still just 
play 10..JLd7, while 10...e5l looks espe¬ 
cially good - compare to note ‘e’ to 
Black’s 9th move in Line A) 10... < S’h7 11 
Edl and now: 



gll) ll..JLd7 12 JLel b5 13 cxb5 
axb5 14 d5 £>a7 (I4...£>a5) 15 b4 c6 16 
We3 Sb6 17 £>d4 cxd5 18 £>xd5 £>xd5 
19 &.xd5 e6 with level chances in 
G.SaTgissian-V.Bologan, Calvia 2007. 


gl 2 ) ll...±g4 12 d5 £>a5 13 b3 c5 14 
h3 icxf3 15 exf3 b5 gives Black good 
play. After 16 £se2? bxc4 17 Wa3 (if 17 
bxc4 £sd7 and White loses material af¬ 
ter both 18 Ebl fixbl 19 Wxbl 4ixc4 
and 18 Jk.c3 Jb<c3 19 Wxc3 £se5) 

17...Sb5 18 bxc 4 £>xc 4 19 Wxa6 Wb6 20 
Wxb6 Exb6 21 J.c3 Sa8 with tremen¬ 
dous pressure against White's queen- 
side in A.Kogan-I.Smirin, Israeli League 
1999. 

g2) 9-.e5 and here: 



g2l) 10 dxe5 dxe5 (here White does 
not even have i(.g5 available) 11 Wcl 
e4l? (Il...&h7) 12 £>el < 4’h7 13 £>xe4 
£sxe4 14 i.xe4 £sd4 15 Wdl (Black also 
has good play after 15 i.d3 Ee8) 

15.. .We7 (ot 15 ...Se 8 ) 16 ±d3 ±g4 17 f3 
±h3 18 Sf 2 Ead8 19 i.c3 b5 20 cxb5 
axb5 21 £sc2 c5 and Black had excellent 
play foT the pawn in V.Loginov-Y.Vovk, 
St Petersburg 2004. 

g22) 10 d5 £>d4 11 £)el i.d7 12 b4 
(after 12 e3 £rf5 13 £sd3 We7 Black is 
Teady to play ...e4 and 14 e4 £sd415 £se2 
b5 gives Black good counterplay) 

12.. .We7 13 Ebl e4l 14 a4 Sfe8 15 a5 c6 


106 



Panno Variation: White’s Other 8th Moves 


16 Jtcl ^g4!? (the simple I6...£rf5 gives 
Black a nice position) 17 ^xe4?! cxd5 18 
£)c3 (if 18 cxd5 JLb5) I 8 ...£ixe 2 + 19 
£sxe2 W/xe2 20 Wxe2 Sxe2 21 ±f3 Sae8! 
22 i.xe2 Sxe2 23 cxd5 4ixf2! and Black 
had more than enough for the exchange 
in V!oginov-K.5akaev, Kazan 2005. 

A) 8 l.d2 



White simply develops and prepares 
Scl. This move does not Teally fight for 
the initiative, howeveT, and sometimes 
Black may even exploit the placement of 
the bishop due to White’s lack of control 
of the d4-squaTe. 

8.. .2b8 

Instead 8...jLd7 9 Scl Bb8 trans¬ 
poses, while 8..JLg4 9 d5 £sa5 (instead 

9.. .^.xf3 10 exf3 ®d4 11 f4 favours 
White) 10 b3 c5 11 dxc6 <2ixc6 12 Scl 
Sb8 is note ‘b’ to Black’s 9th move, be¬ 
low. The main alternative is 8...e5 and 
then: 

a) 9 d5 £sd4 (9...£>e7 10 e4 must be 
better for White; it is the 7...e5 8 d5 £>e7 
variation with i.d2 and ...a6 thrown in) 
10 £iel (10 <£\xd4 exd4 11 ^e4 ^xe4 12 


ilxe4 ii-h3 is equal according to Bolo- 
gan) 10...Se8 (ot I0...i.d7 11 e3 £>f5) ll 
Scl ild7 and now: 



al) 12 b4 b5l? 13 e3 £rf5 14 a4 e4 15 
cxb5 axb5 16 a5 was C.Baginskaite- 
V.Bologan, 5tratton Mountain 1999. 
Now Bologan suggests I6...h5 17 £>c2 h4 
with counteTplay. 

a 2 ) 12 e3 £>f5 13 e4 ®d4 14 £>d3 c5 

15 dxc6 bxc6 (ot 15..Jtxc6 16 ,ke3 £sd7 
17 Sel a5 18 ^d5 as in M.DTasko- 
D.Popovic, Budva 2003; here 18 ...<£\c5 ot 

18.. .b6 would be fably level) 16 c5 ile6 
17 b3 (instead 17 cxd6 Wxd6 18 iLe3 
Sed8 gives Black good play) was 
M.DTasko-M.Roos, Atco 2000, when 
Black could try 17...d5!?. 

b) 9 dxe5 dxe5 10 Ji.g5 i.e6 and 
here: 

bl) ll Wa4 leads to nothing after 

11.. .T 16 12 Sfdl We 7 13 ±xf 6 (or 13 JLe 3 
Sfd 8 ) 13..JLxf6 14 £sd5 ±xd5 15 cxd5 
®d416 £ixd4 exd 4 with equality. 

b 2 ) 11 ftd5 itxd5 12 cxd5 Wxd5 13 
Wxd5 £>xd5 14 ^xe5 £ixe5 15 i.xd5 c6 

16 iLb3 (else ...<£\c4 will come) I6...h6 (or 

16.. .a5 17 Sadi a4 18 ±c 2 Hfe8 19 b3 
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axb3 20 i.xb3 b5 21 Scl <£\c4 22 i.xc4 
bxc4 23 Sxc4 Sxe2 with an imminent 
draw in Z.Ribli-V.Tkachiev, 5enec 1998) 
17 Ad 2 a5 18 a4 ^d7 19 fifbl ftc5 20 
Ac2 Sfd8 21 Ael 4ie6 and Black’s activ¬ 
ity compensated for White’s bishop-paiT 
in C.lonescu-N.Djukic, Bucharest 2004. 

b3) 11 Wxd8 Sfxd8 transposes to 
Line El. Here White loses the tempo 
with iLd2-g5 instead of Wd3xd8. This 
line is pTetty steTile and not teTTibly fun 
foT Black, as we’ll see, which is probably 
enough of a Teason to avoid 8...e5, espe¬ 
cially with good alternatives available. 



9 Scl 

OtheT moves offeT nothing: 

a) 9 a4 e5 (ot 9...a5) 10 d5 £>d4. 

b) 9 d5 £>a5 10 b3 c5 is note ‘b23’ to 
White’s 9th move at the beginning of 
Chapter l. 

c) 9 b3 e5 10 d5 and now the sim¬ 
plest is 10...4id4, but 10...^e7 is also 
playable. Usually Black avoids this struc¬ 
ture, but White has made a couple of 
very slow moves. AfteT ll e4 c5 12 £>el 
b5 13 £>d3 ^d7 14 Wc2 f5 15 f3 £>f6 a 
balanced, yet dynamic position was 


reached in G. Mittelman-P.Wang, Qing¬ 
dao 2002. 



9...Ad7 

This flexible move is the most com¬ 
mon, but there aTe several alternatives: 

a) 9-e6 10 b3 Se8 11 d5 £\e7 12 e4 
b5 13 Sel b4 14 <£\a4 Ad7 15 dxe6 Axe6 
16 e5 dxe5 17 <£sxe5 gave White a pleas¬ 
ant advantage in G.Mittelman-C.BTaga, 
5ao Paulo 2003. 

b) 9...AqA 10 d5 4la5 (this is more 
solid than 10...jLxf3 11 exf3 4ld4 12 AeS 
4if5) 11 b3 c5 12 dxc6 <£ixc6 is similar to 
note ‘b’ to White’s 10th move, except 
here Black’s bishop is on g4 instead of 
d7, which makes little difference. 

c) 9...£ld7!? 10 d5 (the untTied 10 
e3l? looks a little passive, but is of 
course playable) 10...4ice5 ll 4ixe5 
4ixe5 12 b3 c5 13 dxc6 (13 f4 £\g4 14 e3 
b5 gave Black counteTplay in P.Nikolic- 
Ye Jiangchuan, Dubai 1986) 13...bxc6 is 
fine foT Black. AfteT the oveTly-ambitious 

14 c5?! dxc5! (I4...d5 was also okay for 
Black in V.Bukal-D.Rogic, Medulin 1997, 
but taking the pawn is moTe ambitious) 

15 ^a4 c4 16 bxc4 Ae6 Black had vety 
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good play in V.Bukal-G.Sax, Pula 2001. 

d) 9...b5 10 cxb5 axb5 11 d5 (if 11 
£sxb5 Sxb5 12 Sxc6 Sxb2) and now: 



dl) ll...£>a7 12 b4 c5 13 dxc6 £\xc6 
14 £>xb5 4^xb4 15 a4 £\a6 16 £>fd4 i.b7 
17 £>c 6 jtxc6 18 JLxc6 (18 5xc61?) 

I8...£*d7 (l8...£\c5l?) was V.Tukmakov- 
G.Sax, Szirak 1985. Here 19 jLe3 looks a 
bit better foT White. 

d 2 ) ll...£>a5 12 b4 (12 <£\d4 b4 13 
£>cb5 can be met with the thematic 
trick 13...£\xd5! 14 -&xd5 c5) 12...£\c4 13 
Ael (13 £>d4l?) 13...i.d7 14 £\d4 We 8 15 
£>c6 was M.Mukhin-V.Tukmakov, Baku 
1972. Here Bologan gives 15...^.xc6 16 
dxc6 fte5 17 e3?l 4^xc6 18 ftd5 £>xd5 19 
Wxd5 fte5 20 Sxc7 Sb6 21 Wb3 e6 with 
the idea of ...d5 as equal. Instead White 
could have tried 17 a4 bxa4 18 Wxa4 e6 
19 b5 d5 20 £>dl! with ideas like Jtb4 
and £>e3. 

e) 9...e5l? looks pTetty good. Com¬ 
pared to 8...e5, throwing in Eel and 
...Eb8 actually seems to help Black! This 
is because there aTe some positions 
where White may play <£\xc7 and Black’s 
Took will not be hanging as it would be 


on a8, while White’s cl-Took can TatheT 
surprisingly tum out to be vulnerable. 



Now: 

el) 10 dxe5 dxe5 11 -&g5 h6 (afteT 

11.. .Ae6 12 Wa4 h6 13 JLxf6 iixf6 14 
Sfdl We8 15 4^d5 i-d8 Black had the 
bishop-pair, but his position looked 
TatheT awkward in Z.llic-M.Hebden, 
Cappelle la GTande 1992) 12 Wxd8 Sxd8 
13 ±xf6 ±xf6 14 £\d5 i.g7 15 Efdl (if 
15 £>xc7? Black can play 15...e4! because 
theTe is no Took hanging on a8; afteT 16 
£>el ftd4! the cl-Took is vulnerable and 
Black has a strong initiative) 15...J.e6 16 
£>d2 (the insertion of moves also fa¬ 
vours Black afteT 16 £sxc7 Sxdl+ 17 
Exdl J.xc4 with a cleaT advantage) 

16.. .5bc8 17 ^e4 i.f8! 18 <4fl &g7 was 
good foT Black in P.TTegubov- 
T.MaTkowski, Saint Vincent 2000. 
White’s little initiative has drted up, and 
Black soon pushed back the white 
knights and utilized his bishop-pair in 
the ending. 

e2) 10 d5 £>d4 11 £>el c5 12 e3 (afteT 
12 dxc6 bxc6 the Took again proves to be 
useful on b8 and afteT 13 b3 icb7 14 
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£\d3 We7 15 Ag5 £ie6 16 Axf6 ilxf6 17 
e3 Ag7 18 We2 f5 Black stood well in 
A.Kveinys-T.Markowski, Koszalin 1999) 

12...£sf5 13 a4 Se8! (Black intends to 
play ...e4 himself, while if White plays e4 
Black’s knight will return to the d4- 
squaTe) 14 4id3 (ot 14 Wc2 h5 15 h3 
We7 16 a5 e4 V.Bukal-S.Zelenika, Rijeka 
2001) 14... e4 15 £>f4 h5 with counteT- 
play in A.Kinsman-M.Hebden, Cappelle 
la GTande 1991. 



10 b3 

Others: 

a) 10 a3 should probably be met with 

10... e5 11 dxe5 (ot 11 d5 £>d4) ll...dxe5, 
TatheT than with 10...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 
b4 when White has a slight edge: foT 
example, 12 ...e6 13 e4 £>e7 14 ISel and 
Black lacks his own play. 

b) 10 d5 £ia5 11 b3 (11 £>bl c5 12 
Wei b6 13 e4 e5 14 dxe6 Axe6 15 b3 
£>c6 was fine foT Black in R.Zysk- 
AJankovic, Kavala 2006) 11...C5 12 dxc6 
(ot 12 Wei b5) 12 ...£sxc 6 13 £>d5! £sxd5 
(instead 13 ...£>e4 14 ^.e3 e6 15 -&b6 
We8 16 <&f4 gives White an edge accord¬ 
ing to Bologan) 14 cxd5 £>e5 15 £>xe5 


JLxe5 16 iLh6 fie8 17 Wd2 and Black has 
a little trouble finding a place foT his 
queen, but I think he can solve his prob¬ 
lems with 17 ...b5 (instead Bologan gives 

17.. .Wb6 18 ±e3 Wb5 19 Sc7 with a nice 
edge foT White) 18 jLe3 (ot 18 Sc2 Wb6) 

18.. .b4 19 Ad4 i.xd4 20 Wxd4 a5 with 
ideas like ...lc8 ot ...a4 and ...Wa5. 

10.. .b5 11 d5 



11.. .£\a7 

Black can also play ll...£>a5 with the 
idea 12 £>xb5 £>xb3 (ot 12...£>xc4), but 

11.. .b4!? may be best. Fot example: 

a) 12 dxc6 bxc3 13 cxd7 (13 icxc3 
JLxc6 is fine foT Black) I3...cxd2 14 Wxd2 
c5! stops both c4-c5 and £>d4-c6, giving 
Black a decent position. 

b) 12 £>a4 £sa5 13 a3 c5 14 dxc6 (af¬ 
ter 14 axb4 cxb4 Black is even a bit bet¬ 
ter, because 15 £id4 fails to 15...^xd5) 

14.. .£>xc6 15 axb4 ^xb4 with approxi¬ 
mate equality. 

12 £)d4 

Instead 12 Ae3 c5 13 dxc6 ftxc6 14 
c5 dxc5 15 &.XC5 was B.LaTsen-G.Sax, 
Niksic 1983. HeTe Janjgava suggests 

15.. .fic8 with equality. 
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12...b4 

12...<S^g4!? is also possible. 

13<£sa4 



13...a5 

Black could also consider sacrificing 
the exchange with 13...£sxd5 14 cxd5 
,&xd4 15 .&h6 JLf6 (not 15..~&.g7?? 16 
i.xg7 , 4’xg7 17 Wd4+) 16 .&xf8 ^>xf8 
with complicated play. 

14±g5 h6 



15 icxf6 

White feels compelled to make room 
foT his pieces. Instead 15 -&f4 e5 16 dxe6 
fxe6 gives Black good play. 

15 ..~&xf 6 16 Wd3 We8 17 £>b 2 c5 18 
dxc6 4jxc6 19 <£sxc6 ii.xc6 


Black had no problems here in 
G.Milos-B.Socko, Tunn Olympiad 2006. 

B)8e3 



This move is also pTetty tame, but 
Black should have some ideas of how to 
create counteTplay. 

8 .. . 2.8 

I think that following the main plan 
is best, but Black could also try 8...icd7 9 
We 2 e5 10 d5 4ie7 11 e4b5!?. 

Instead 8...e5 9 d5 4ie7 10 e4 leaves 
Black with ...a6 foT free compared to the 
classical variation with 7...e5 (instead of 

7.. .a6) 8 d5 4te7, but this does not help 
much. Black tried to use the extTa move 
with 10... b5 11 Sel bxc4 12 <^d 2 c6 13 
£>xc4 cxd5 14 exd5 ftf5 15 b3, but 
White still had an advantage in 
Z.AzmaipaTash vili-A. David, Antwerp 
1998. 

9 We2 

Instead 9 b3 just transposes to Line A 
from Chapter 4, while Bologan points 
out that 9 £lel can be met by the typical 

9.. ~&g4! 10 f3 i.d7 11 ftd3 b5 with 
counteTplay. 
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9...b5 10 Sdl 

White cannot win a pawn with 10 
cxb5 axb5 11 ®xb5 because of ll...jLa6 
12 a4 ^a7. Instead 10 b3 bxc4 trans¬ 
poses to Line A of Chapter 4 again, while 
10 ®d2 would be met with 10...jk.g4. 



10.. .e6 

Black meets White’s noncommittal 
play with a flexible move of his own. 
There aTe several alternatives: 

a) 10...b4 is Black’s most common 
move, but 11 ®d5 e6!? (White has the 
initiative afteT both ll...<£>d7 12 a3 and 

11.. .£)h5 12 a3, while ll...^xd5 12 cxd5 
^a5 13 e4 c6 14 dxc6 ®xc6 15 J.e3 was 
good foT White in V.Malaniuk-A.Bonte, 
Galatzi 2007) 12 ®xf6+ i.xf6 (afteT 

12.. .®xf6 13 e4, 13...e5? is not possible 
because of 14 .&g5 ®xd4 15 Sxd4) 13 e4 
e5 14 dxe5 £sxe5 15 £sxe5 icxe5 16 c5 
Wf6 17 cxd6 cxd6 18 Sbl gives White a 
slight edge. 

b) 10...®a5 looks misguided: 11 cxb5 
axb5 12 b4! £)C4 (afteT 12...£>c6 both 13 
a3 and 13 Hbl give White an edge) 13 
®xb5 (13 a4 c6 14 axb5 cxb5 15 e4 also 
looks very good) 13...d5 14 a4 c6 15 <£>a3 


left White with an extTa pawn in 
V.Malaniuk-B.TokaTski, Koszalin 2008, as 
Black cannot play 15...Sxb4 because of 
16 £ixc4 Sxc4 17 £ie5 Sc3 18 Wb 2 . 

c) 10...^d7!? andheTe: 



cl) 11 d5 <Sa5 (afteT ll...<£ice5 12 
^d4! White targets the c6-squaTe, but 

11.. .£sa7 could be considered) 12 cxb5 
axb5 13 ®xb5 J.a6 14 a4 and now Black 
should avoid 14...®b3? 15 Sa3 ®xcl 16 
Sxcl and instead play 14...£>b6! with 
counteTplay. Black has ideas like ...^xa4 
and ...^xd5 followed by ...c6. 

c2) 11 Sbl e5 (here the untTied 

11.. .b4 makes a lot of sense) 12 cxb5 
axb5 13 d5 <£ie7 14 b4 (ot 14 ®xb5 i.a6 

15 a4 ®c5 when Black creates counteT¬ 
play afteT 16 b3 Wd7 ot 16 ®c2 Wd7 17 
£>c3 Sb4 18 b3 e4) 14 ...^b 6 15 e4 i.d7 

16 ±d2 Wc8 17 ®xb5 £)bxd5 18 ®xd6?! 
(Golubev suggests 18 a4 ^.xb5 19 axb5, 
as White can play jLfl) I8...cxd6 19 exd5 
^.b5 20 ®e 1 Wa6 and Black had active 
play foT the pawn in D.Jojua- 
N.Mamedov, Cappelle la GTande 2010. 
Il£)d2 

AfteT ll b3 Black has a choice: 
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a) ll..JLb7 was Bologan’s sugges¬ 
tion. If White plays 12 cxb5 axb5 13 
£\xb5 (or 13 Wxb5?! £>xd4) Black wins 
back the pawn with 13...^.a6 14 a4 ^a7. 

b) ll...bxc4 12 Wxc4 £>b4 is similar 
to Line A of Chapter 4. Here Black cannot 
play ... J.e6, but the bishop has another 
Toute after 13 #e2 with 13...a5l 14 .&a3 
J.a6 15 Wd2 We7 16 lacl Sfd8 17 h3 c5 
by when Black had good play in O.Girya- 
A.Bodnamk, Dagomys 2010. 

Il...£>e7 12 a3lte8 



Black supports the b5-pawn and re¬ 
moves his queen from the sight of 
White’s dl-Took. 

13 b4 

Malaniuk has pTefened 13 Hbl, but 
this looks a bit pointless. AfteT 13 ...JLb7 

14 i.xb7 Sxb7 15 b4 c6 16 e4 d5l 17 e5 
Zh&l 18 c5 £>f5 19 £>f3 (a dTaw was 
agreed here in V.Malaniuk-A.Fedorav, 
SamaTa 1998) 19..Me7 20 Sel f6 21 h4 
fxe5 22 dxe5 in V.Malaniuk-A.Mista, 
Rowy 2000, Black could have stmck a 
senous blow with 22...£\xe5! 23 £>xe5 
<Sjd4 followed by ..JLxeS when he has a 
very healthy extTa pawn. 



13.. .Ab7 14 Axb7 lxb7 15 £>b3 

If White captures on b5 first with 15 
cxb5 axb5 16 £>b3 Black can play 

16.. .£>fd5 with equality. 

15-lb8 

Black could also consider 15 ...c6 16 
e4 d5 with play similar to the note to 
White’s 13th move. 

16 cxb5 axb5 17 e4 Wd7 18 J.e3 c6 19 
Wf3 £>e8 20 lad la8 21 £>a5 



This was N.loseliani-A.Safranska, 
Saint Vincent 2000. Here Black could 
have played 21 ...d5 with the idea of 
...£\d6-c4. If 22 e5 Black can play 22...f6 
with counteTplay, ot 22...<Sjc8 with the 
idea of ...£\b6-c4. 
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C) 8e4 

This move almost seems naive at 
first due to Black’s reply, but it should 
not be taken too lightly. If White plays 
casually then Black can indeed obtain a 
good game with simple means, but if 
White is more familiaT with the subtle¬ 
ties of the position then Black can easily 
find himself drifting. Many of the posi¬ 
tions that arise aTe similar to those that 
can be found in some otheT variations, 
so this line is worthy of careful study. 



8...&g4 

This pin puts pressure on the d4- 
squaTe. Black’s play is thematic and 
good, but there is not Teally anything 
wrong with 8 ...Bb 8 . AfteT 9 h3 we aTe in 
Chapter Two. Otherwise, if 9 d5 4ia5, 
while 9 e5 dxe5 10 dxe5 £>g4 does not 
lead anywhere. 

AfteT 8..JLg4 White can break the 
pin immediately ot he can TeinfoTce the 
d4-squaTe. 


Cl:9h3 
C2:9 &e3 






Cl) 9 h3 

White continues his ‘naive’ play, but 
matters aTe not as simple as they first 
appeaT. 

9..Jtxf3 10 Axf3 



10.. .£>d7 

Black has an alternate move OTdeT 
here with the immediate 10...e5. Now 11 
dxe5 dxe5 is very comfortable foT Black, 
while 114ie2?! exd4 12 4ixd4 4ie5 gives 
White trouble: foT example, 13 Ag2 
(White loses a pawn afteT 13 ice2 4ixe4 
and an exchange afteT 13 b3 4ixf3+ 14 
Wxf3 ftd7 with the idea of ...c5) 

13.. .^xc4 14 Wb3 £>b6 15 ±e3 Se8 16 
Wc2 d5 and Black had an extTa pawn 
and the initiative in E.Epp-D.Vigonto, 
Natick 2009. So White should play 11 d5 
<Ski4 12 £g2 c 5 13 dxc6 bxc6 14 b4 and 
now 14...£)d7 15 J.e3 transposes to the 
main line, but Black can also try: 

a) 14...a5 15 b5 Wc8 16 Aa3 (this 
looks odd; White could instead try 16 
i.e3 ot 16 £>e2l?) l6...We6 17 Wd3 Sfc8 
18 £>e2 thd7 19 Sabi Sab8 20 bxc6 
Bxbl 21 Bxbl Bxc6 was level in 
A.Rustemov-E.lnaTkiev, Sochi 2004. 
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b) 14...®e7 15 ±e3 £id7 16 Wd3 2fb8 
(Black’s plan to double rooks does not 
impress, so perhaps l6...We6 17 Efdl 
Efc8 should be tried) 17 Sabi Sb7 18 
Sb 2 a5 19 b5 We6 20 Sfbl £ic5 21 Wfl 
Sab8 22 h4 (22 a4) 22...a4 23 a3 We8 24 
Sb4 £>c 2 25 Axc 5 dxc5 26 Sxa4 £>d4 27 
Sa5 with an extTa pawn in F.BeTkes- 
A.Motylev, Moscow 2004. 

11 Ae3 

Instead 11 d5 4id4 with the idea of 
...c5 is fine foT Black, while 11 2 could 

be met simply with ll...e5 12 d5 *^d4 ot 
even 11...4ia5!? with the idea of ...c5. 

Il...e5 



12 d5 

White must advance if he wants to 
play foT an advantage. OtheT moves aTe 
harmless, at best: 

a) 12 dxe5 dxe5 is very satisfactory 
foT Black, because of his gnp on the dark 
squares, especially d4. One example: 13 
±g2 £>d4 14 £ie2 £>c5 15 ficl (afteT 15 
4ixd4 exd4 16 jLf4 d3 Black has the ini¬ 
tiative) 15...a5 16 #d2 4ide6! and Black 
was better in LKwartleT-D.VigoTito, PaT- 
sippany 2011. 


b) 12 4ie2 Tuns into 12...Wf6! with a 
double attack on f3 and d4. This is a 
tTick worth TemembeTing. White can 
avoid material loss, but Black is still do¬ 
ing well: 13 l.g4 exd4 (13...4^)6 14 d5 
4>d4 with ideas like ...4sxc4 ot ...h5 is 
also good) 14 4)xd4 4ixd4 15 icxd4 
(Black is doing well afteT 15 i.xd7 4if3+ 

16 i>g 2 4ie5) 15...Wxd4 16 Wxd4 i.xd4 

17 Axd7 Ead8 18 ica4 f5 and Black even 
had a slight initiative in J.CaTstensen- 
M.Van Delft, KemeT 2007. 

12...4\d413 itg2 c5 14 dxc6 

White Teally needs to play this ot else 
Black’s entrenched d4-knight gives him 
an easy game: foT example 14 f4 exf4 15 
gxf4 b5 16 4>e2 Wb6 17 cxb5 4>xe2+ 18 
#xe2 axb5 and Black was much betteT 
in D.Plotkin-D.Vigonto, BoxboTough 
2008. 

14—bxc6 



This is a very important stmctuTe. 
With his strong knight on d4, things 
look very nice for Black positionally. 
5tTategically, howeveT, it is not so easy 
to come up with a good plan without 
allowing White's bishops gteateT scope. 
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15 b4 

White seizes space on the queenside. 
Instead 15 £se2 #b6 allows Black to 
maintain control of the d4-square, while 
15 f4 could be met with 15...Sb8, 

15.. Ma.5 or 15...a5l?. A couple of otheT 
moves have been seen in practice: 

a) 15 Jk.xd4 exd4 16 £se 2 Wb6 17 Sbl 
a5 gave Black good play in R.PeThinig- 
K.NeumeieT, Austrian League 2002. 

b) 15 Wd2 Wa5 16 4TI2 (a typical 
tTick is 16 b3?? Wxc3) 16... Wb4 17 b3 
£)c 5 18 Sadi a5 with a queenside initia¬ 
tive in S.Fedukovic-D.Contemo, corres¬ 
pondence 2006. 

15.. .C5 

This weakens the d5-squaTe, but 
Black hopes to create counteTplay 
against White’s pawns. It is difficult to 
say what Black’s best course of action is. 
Here 15.Me7 16 Wd3 is note ‘b’ to 
Black’s 10th move, above. Instead 
15 ...<£sb6 is a typical move to attack the 
c4-pawn. AfteT 16 Wd3 several games of 
AbTamovic have illustrated White’s 
chances in this line. White is Teady to 
play Sfdl and then jk.fl to coveT the 04- 
pawn Some examples: 

a) 16...C5 17 bxc5l dxc5 18 Sfdl (ot 
simply 18 £)d5) l8...Wd6 19 Sabi Sab8 
20 £sd5 £sxd5 21 cxd5 Sbc8 22 Wc4 and 
White had a useful edge in B.AbTamovic- 
D.Popovic, HeTceg Novi 2005. 

b) le.-.Wdy 17 Sfdl We6 18 ii.fl 
Sfd8 19 Sad a5 (pTematuTe is 19...d5 
20 cxd5 cxd5 21 £sxd5 £sxd5 22 exd5 
Sxd5 23 We4 Sdd8 24 Axd4 exd4 25 
Wxe6 fxe6 26 Bc6 a5 27 b5 with a huge 


advantage in B.AbTamovic-A.Rmus, 
Banja Luka 2004) 20 b5 £sd7 21 icg2 
£)c5 22 #fl and now instead of 

22...cxb5?l 23 cxb5 Sab8 24 Sbl with a 
cleaT advantage in B.AbTamovic-M.Savic, 
Pancevo 2006, maintaining the tension 
with 22...Sab8 looks okay foT Black. 

16 a3 

It is too eaTly to play 16 b5?l £sb6 
(also good is I6...^a5l? 17 -&d2 Wb4) 17 
Wd3 axb 5 18 cxb 5 ? (betteT is 18 £)xb5, 
although Black still has the initiative 
afteT l8...Sa4l) l8...Sa3, as in O.llic- 
D.Kuljasevic, Zagreb 2005. With ideas 
like ...Sxc3 and ...<£\a4, Black has the up¬ 
per hand. 



I6...£ib6!? 

Black has a couple of sensible alter¬ 
natives: 

a) l6...Sb8 17 Sbl (White could also 
play 17 £sd5 £sb6 18 Wd3) 17...cxb4 18 
axb4 WC7 19 Wd3 Sfc8 20 c5?l (a pan¬ 
icky reaction; betteT is 20 £)d5 Wxc4 21 
Sfdl when White has some compensa¬ 
tion foTthe pawn) 20...dxc5 21£)d5 Wd6 
and Black had an extTa pawn in 
V.Nedilko-V.Bologan, Warsaw 2006. 
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b) I6...cxb4 17 axb4 a5 (instead 

17.. .£ib6 18 Wd3 is our main line) 18 
bxa5 (also possible is 18 b5 <£>b6 19 Wd3 
Wc7 20 £id5 WXC4 21 WxcA £sxc4 22 
Sfbl) l8..Sxa5 19 'Sibs! Sxal (White 
maintains the initiative in the symmet¬ 
rical structure that arises afteT 

19.. .£sxb5 20 cxb5 Sxb5 21 Wxd6 £)f6 22 
Sfdl #xd6 23 2xd6) 20 Wxal <^c5 21 
Wa7 and White still had pressure in 
B.Macieja-P.Acs, Lubniewice 2003. Here 
Acs and Hazai have suggested Black 
might hold with 21...£scb3 22 Sbl Wa8 
23 Wxa8 Sxa8 24 <^xd6 i.f8 25 ftb5 
icc5, but this is clearly no fun foT Black. 
17®d3 cxb4 

Black goes afteT the c4-pawn. We will 
take this as the main line because it is 
the most direct and illustrates some of 
the dangers Black may face. However, it 
is probably better to keep the tension 
with 17. .®c7l? 18 Sfcll? (afteT 18 Sfdl 
Black could play l8...Sfc8l? ot I8...cxb4 

19 axb4 Wxc4 20 Wxc4 £>xc4, which 
similar to main line but White has at 
least spent a move on Sfdl) I8...^b3 19 
^d5 <£>xd5 (better than 19...^xcl 20 
Sxcl ^xd5 21 cxd5 when White has 
excellent compensation for the ex¬ 
change) 20 Wxb3 £ixe3 21 «xe3 Sfb8 
with a level position. 

18 axb4 Wc819 £id5 i'xc4 

Instead 19...^xd5 20 exd5l would 
give White an edge. 

20 Wxc4 <5txc4 21 Sa2! 

White prepares to double Tooks on 
the a-file. Black’s extTa pawn does not 
have much importance hete. 



21.. .a5?! 

This works out in the game, but 
White missed a good opportunity. It is 
difficult to offeT advice howeveT, as 
Black also has problems afteT 21...£sxe3 
22 fxe3 “5ie6 23 Sfal. Probably the best 
chance was 21...Sfb8 22 Sfal <5ixe3 23 
fxe3 <5^b3, but here too White can keep 
up the pressure with 24 Sdl a5 25 Sa3 
a4 26 jLf 1 ot 24 Sbl <£ic5 25 Scl. 

22 Id? 

White could secure a large advan¬ 
tage with 22 iLxd4! exd4 23 Scl. Now if 
Black tries 23...axb4 then White has 24 
£}e7+ (also good is 24 Sxa8 Sxa8 25 
Sxc4) 24 ...*h 8 25 Sxa8 Sxa8 26 Sxc4 
d3 27 Sxb4 Sal+ 28 &h 2 h5 (White 
wins afteT both 28 ...d2 29 Sb8+ JLf8 30 
Sxf8+ &g7 31 Sg8+ &h6 32 JLf3 and 
the more complicated 28.. JLe5 29 f4! d2 
30 Af3 Sfl 31 fxe5 Sxf3 32 Sd4 Sf 2 + 33 
‘S’gl Se2 34 exd6 Hel+ 35 &f2 dlW 36 
Sxdl Sxdl 37 £id5 Sbl 38 d7 Sb8 39 
<&e3) 29 Af3 d 2 30 Sb3! dlW 31 Axdl 
Sxdl 32 Sf3 when he wins material. 

22.. .£>xe3 23 fxe3 axb4! 

Now this wotks. 


117 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 



24 Sxa8 <£>e2+ 25 if 2 ftxd 26 Hxf8+ 
4>xf8 27 £sxb4 £sb3 

And Black had an extra pawn in 
G.Pap-B.Martini, Budapest 2005. 

C2)9£e3 

This is more popular. Black is often 
compelled to capture on f3 anyway, so 
White saves a tempo, develops and 
guards the d4-squaTe. 

9...£)d7 



Now White has a distinct choice: 


C21:10l r d2 

C22:10£)e2 


Instead 10 h3 ii.xf3 11 i.xf3 trans¬ 
poses to Line Cl. 

C21) 10 ®fd2 



10.. .11xf3 

This is the most common move in 
this position as it immediately takes 
aim at the vulnerable d4-squaTe, but 
there aTe alternatives that can be con¬ 
sidered: 

a) 10...e5 is inaccurate: 11 d5 Axf3 
12 dxc61? (this extTa option is tempting; 
instead 12 i.xf3 would transpose to the 
main line) 12...^.xg2 13 cxb7 ilxfl (simi¬ 
lar is 13...Sb8 14 ( ^ > xg2 Sxb7 15 b3, as in 
Z.Jasnikowski-A.Sznapik, Cetniewo 1991, 
while 13....&f3?! 14 .&g5! makes room 
foT White’s queen to come to e3 and 

14.. .f6 15 Wd5+ &h8 16 bxa8W Wxa8 17 
Wxa8 Sxa8 18 Jk.e3 just left White up 
the exchange in O.Romanishin- 
V.Tseshkovsky, Lvov 1978) 14 bxa8W 
Wxa8 15 fixfl and White had an easy 
edge in Z.Jasnikowski-L.Hazai, Espoo 
1989. 

b) 10...4}a5!? 11 b3 c5 is uncommon, 
but playable. Now: 
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bl) 12 Sabi JLxf3 13 Axf3 £ic6 14 
4ie2 cxd4 (instead 14..~&xd4!? is a trick¬ 
ier way of reaching the same position, 
with 15 £}xd4 £>de5 16 Jig 2 cxd4 17 
ilxd4 <£)xd4 18 Wxd4 £}c 6 19 Wd 2 e5, 
while the 14...e5 15 dxc5 dxc5 16 4ic3 
4id4 17 ilg2 b5 of G.Tunik-A.Motylev, 
SamaTa 2000, could be met with 18 4id5 
when White has a small advantage) 15 
4ixd4 4ixd4 16 itxd4 Axd4 17 Wxd4 
4ie5 18 JLg2 4ic6 19 Wd2 e5 secures the 
d4-squaTe and equalizes. 

b2) 12 Sacl 4ic6 (ot 12...±xf3 13 
jLxf3 £}c 6 as in variation ‘bl’) 13 4ie2 e5 
(Black could play along the lines of ‘bl’ 
with 13..~&xf3 14 .&xf3 cxd4 15 4ixd4 
4ixd4 16 itxd4 itxd4 17 Wxd4 4ie5) 14 
dxc5 dxc5 15 h 3 i.xf3 16 ilxf3 £id4 17 
i.g2 b5 with an uncleaT position in 
S.MamedyaTov-M.Al Modiahki, Dubai 
2004. 

b3) 12 Qsel looks to leave the g4- 
bishop out on a limb: 12,..b5l? (more 
enterprising than 12...cxd4 13 itxd4 
i.xd4 14 Wxd4 ftc6 15 Wd 2 Wa5 16 ftc 2 
4if6 17 £se3 which would leave White 
with a slight edge according to Bologan) 


13 cxb5 (13 f3 cxd4 14 i.xd4 ±xd4+ 15 
Wxd4 ile6 16 cxb5 axb5 17 4ixb5? fails 
to 17...Wb8! because Black wins afteT 
both 18 4 ^c 3 4ixb3 and 18 4}a3 4ic6 19 
Wb2 Wa7+) 13...axb5 14 h3 (not 14 
4ixb5? 4ixb3) was P.Motwani-E.lnaTkiev, 
Gibraltar 2004. Now 14...cxd4 15 icxd4 
icxd4 16 Wxd4 ite6 gives Black coun- 
teTplay: foT example, 17 £>xb5 Wb8 18 
4ia3 4}c6 19 Wb2 4ic5 with decent com¬ 
pensation for the pawn, and if 20 
4iac2?! Jtc4!. 

b4) 12 dxc5l? andheTe: 

b4l) 12...£>xc5 13 h3 (13 £>d4 4ic6) 
13..~&xf3 14 Axf3 4ic6 is solid enough, 
though White should have a slight edge. 

b42) 12...dxc5 13 £)g5l? h6 (I3...£se5 

14 £)d5 e6 15 ^.xc5 exd5 16 JLxf8 JLxf8 
17 exd5 is betteT foT White; if 17...h6 18 
4ie4 £if3+ 19 i-xf3 Axf3 20 Wf4) 14 h3 
JLh5 15 £>xf7 Sxf7 16 g4 Axg4 17 hxg4 
4ie5 18 Wxd8+ Sxd8 19 Sadi Sxdl 20 
4ixdl b6 21 g5 < S>h7 with equality is a 
long variation given by Bologan. 

11 ±xf3 e5 



12 d5 

As always 12 dxe5 dxe5 is harmless, 
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while 12 4ie2? is met with the familiar 
trick 12...£\b6! 13 Sacl (White also has 
problems afteT 13 iLg5 Af6!) 13...Wf6!. 

12...^d413 .&g2 c5 14 dxc6 bxc6 



This position is the same as in Line 
Cl, but here White has played Wd2 in¬ 
stead of h3. This would seem to favour 
White, but in fact it makes little differ¬ 
ence. 

15 f4 

This is a very direct approach; White 
wants to initiate play on the kingside. 
Alternatives: 

a) 15 <£>e2 entices Black to change 
the pawn stmctuTe, but White wastes 
time: 15 ...c5 16 £>c3 Sb8 17 b3 a5 18 
Sabi <£>b6 (Black intends ...a4 with 
counteTplay) 19 a4 £ic8 20 £sb5 fte7 21 
f4 Ah 6! 22 Sf2 f6 23 h4 £}ec6 and the 
game was drawn in D.5olak-D.Popovic, 
Vmjacka Banja 2006. Both sides have 
theiT squares. 

b) 15 b4 is the main alternative. 
White plays along the lines of Line Cl. 
Black has.- 

bl) 15...Sc8 looks suspicious: 16 Sfcl 
We7 (Black should at least try 16...c5) 17 


Sabi We6 18 Wd3 £ib6 19 iixd4! exd4 
20 foe 2 c5 21 £>f4 We5 22 Wa3 cxb4 23 
Sxb4 ftd7 24 i-h3 Scd8 25 £xd7 Sxd7 
26 Sel Ah6 27 ftd3 with a pleasant 
advantage for White in P.Nikolic- 
J.PolgaT, Wijkaan Zee 2000. 

b2) 15...C5 16 Sabi (if 16 a3 £>b6, but 
White could try 16 bxc5l? £>xc5 17 
Sabi) I6...cxb4 17 Sxb4 a5 18 Sb7 Sc8 
19 £\d5 Sxc4 20 Sxd7 Wxd7 21 £\b6 
Wc6 22 <5jxc4 Wxc4 23 Wxa5 was 
G.Tunik-N.Nikolaev, 5t Petersburg 2000. 
Here 23. .Sc8 ot 23...Sb8 would keep the 
position level. 

b3) 15...£sb6!? 16 Wd3 Wd7! 17 £\e2 
(not 17 c5? dxc5 18 bxc5?? £>f3+, while 
17 Sfdl We6 18 Afl would be the same 
position as note 'b' to Black's 15th move 
in Line Cl, except here White has not 
play h2-h3) 17...C5 18 a3 Sab8 19 Sabi 
Sfc8 20 Sfcl We6 with equal chances, 
as given by Bologan. 



15...Sb8 

This is a logical move, but it is not 
the only possibility. Others: 

a) 15 ...£>b 6 16 Wd3l? We7 17 Sf 2 c5 
18 f5 was good foT White in 5.5afin- 
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ICShashikant, New Delhi 2009, as Black 
has trouble creating counteTplay. 

b) 15...a5 16 b3 £>b6 17 Wd3 c5 (if 

17...a4 18 b4) 18 Sabi a4?l (Black should 
have tTied I8...exf4l? 19 gxf4 Se8 20 
~lb5 4ixb5 21 cxb5 We7 22 a4 Sad8 
with uncleaT play) 19 b4 cxb4 20 Sxb4 
£>d7 21 Wd 2 a3 22 &oS Wa5 23 icxd4 
exd4 24 ftxd6 Sab8 25 Sfbl ftc5 26 e5 
Sb6 was G.Kacheishvili-A.FedoTov, Leon 
2001 . Now 27 4ib5 d3 28 £ixa3! fta6 29 
54b2! would make Black’s play look too 
speculative. 

c) 15...Wa5!? is aggressive. The queen 
may be missed on the kingside, but 
White has to watch out for a few tricks: 



cl) 16 Sf2? mns into I6...4ib3. 
c2) 16 f5 Wb4! 17 ±h3 (if 17 b3 
Wxc3) 17...Sad8 when White has trou¬ 
ble with his queenside pawns. After 18 
f6 4ixf6 19 JLg5 4ih5 20 JLxd8 Sxd8 
Black’s gTip on the dark squares gave 
him excellent compensation foT the ex¬ 
change in S.Muesing-M.Nedochetov, 
PaTdubice 2006. 

c3) 16 Sacl Sab8 and now Atalik 
points out that 17 f5 would be met by 


17.. Wc5 18 b3 .&h6! with the idea 19 
JLxh6? 4if3+. 

c4) 16 Sadi 4ib6 (also possible is 

16.. .Wb4 17 £>d5 Wxd2 18 £se7+ ^h8 19 
Sxd2 c5, but the text is more ambitious) 
17 b3 (this looks like it just blunders a 
piece, but the loose knight on b6 keeps 
White in the game; instead the move 
OTdeT 17 Wd3 Wb4 18 b3 Wxc3 would 
simply transpose) 17...Wxc3 18 Wxc3 
the 2 +19 ‘if 2 4ixc3. 



Now instead of 20 Sd3? £>d7! which 
was simply winning foT Black in 
S.Stantic-S.Atalik, Nova GoTica 1999, 
Atalik gives 20 Jtxb6 4ixdl+ 21 Sxdl 
Sfb8 (not 21...a5 22 Sxd6 Sfc8 23 l.h3) 
22 ±c7 Sb7 23 icxd6 Sd8 24 c5 with 
some compensation foT the exchange. 

c5) 16 ^hl avoids Black’s tactical 
tTicks. AfteT l6...Wb4 (Black cannot 
waste time with l6...Sfb8, because of 17 
f5 Wd8 18 If2 ®f6 19 h3 ftd7?! 20 Safi 
when White had a strong attack brew¬ 
ing in Z.Jasnikowski-B.Socko, Zakopane 
2000) 17 b3 a5 18 f5 Sfe8 19 Sacl £ic5 
(this allows White’s next move, but 
Black needed the knight to help break 
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through on the queenside) 20 f6 jLf8 21 
Jth6 ‘i’hS 22 Seel a4 23 g4 White’s at¬ 
tack looks dangerous, but Black can 
coveT everything and his counteTplay is 
very quick on the queenside. 



Some possibilities: 

c5l) 23 ...£ke 6 ? 24 £ixa4 Wxd 2 25 
±xd2 left White a pawn up, M.Lomin- 
eishvili-S.MamedyaTov, Batumi 2001. 

c52) 23...g5! was indicated by Bolo- 
gan without analysis. 



This looks quite good: for example, 
24 icxg5 (24 Wxg5 4lce6 25 icg7+ is met 
with the cold-blooded 25... < 4 > g8!) 
24-axb3 25 axb3 <£icxb3 26 Wd3 £ic 5 27 
Wh3 Wxc4 looks good for Black. 


c53) 23-^de6 and here 24 Sf3 (in¬ 
tending Sh3; instead 24 <£sxa4 Wxd2 25 
Jcxd 2 £ixa4 26 bxa4 Sxa4 is good foT 
Black) 24—g5l? is again possible. 
Returning to 15-Sb8: 


l6Sf2 

This is a typical move. White oveT- 
pTotects the b2-pawn and prepares to 
double Tooks on the f-file. A couple of 
otheT moves have also been tried: 

a) 16 Sacl a5 (I6_®f6l?) 17 f5 Wb6 
18 Sf2 i.f6?! (better is l8...Wb4 19 b3 
Sb7, as in variation *b’) 19 Scfl Wd8 20 
iLh6 Se8 21 fxg6 fxg6 22 iLh3 with a 
strong initiative in S.MamedyaTov- 
R.Babaev, Baku 2001. Mamedyarav 
seems to like this line with both coIouts. 

b) 16 f5 Wb6 17 Sf 2 Wb4 18 b3 a5 19 
Safi Sb7! 20 &hl (if 20 f6 £ixf6! 21 
Sxf6 icxf6 22 Sxf6 Wxc3) 20...Sfb8 (also 
possible is 20...Se8!?) 21 f6 JLf8 22 
JLh6?! was M.Huster-R.SukhaTisingh, 
German League 1999. Now 22..JLxh6 23 
Wxh6 4ixf6 ! would be good foT Black. 
I6...£)f6!? 

Black manages to take advantage of 
White's omission of h2-h3. Instead 
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16...£sc 5 17 Bafl f5?! 18 exf5 gxf5 19 
fxe5 dxe5 20 ii.xc6! was S.Mamedyarov- 
R.Kasimdzhanov, Moscow (blitz) 2007. 


17 i-hB 

Instead 17 b3 £)h5l gives Black good 
counterplay after 18 fxe5 dxe5 ot 18 
< 4 > h2 exf4! 19 gxf4 c5. 

17.. .h5! 18 Bel ®g4 19 l.xg4 hxg4 20 
±xd4 exd4 21 £>dl Wb6 22 b3 Sfe8 23 
«d3 

Now instead of 23...Bb7 24 Sfe2 
Sbe7 25 £>f2! as in Cao Sang-B.Roselli 
Mailhe, Moscow Olympiad 1994, 

23.. .a5l? would give Black good play. 

C22) 10 £ie2 



This is a completely different ap¬ 
proach. White secures the d4-squaTe, 
but this move is a bit awkward and 
Black is able to create counteTplay. 

10.. .4.a5! 11 Bel 

This is almost always played, but 
White can also play a second knight Te- 
tTeat with 11 £)d2l?. AfteT ll...c5 
(ll..JLxe2 12 Wxe2 c5 with the idea of 
...<£)c6 is also possible) 12 f3 cxd4 13 
<Sxd4 e5l? (Black should avoid 13...ice6 
14 £>xe6 fxe6 15 .&h3, while 13...^.xd4 
14 icxd4 i.e6 15 b3 £ic 6 seems suspi¬ 
cious) 14 £sc 2 J.e6 15 b3 £>c6 and in this 
uncleaT position a draw was agreed in 
A.Mikhalchishin-M.Manik, Leipzig 2002. 

11.. .C5 12 b3 

Black has no problems afteT 12 h3 
icxf3 13 i-xf3 ftc6 (this is ambitious, 
but a solid alternative can be found in 

13 .. .Bc 8 14 b3 cxd4 15 £>xd4 £)c6, 
M.KuTsova-I.KhaiTullin, St Petersburg 

2004) 14 d5 ®ce5 (worse is 14~£ia5 15 
b3 b5 16 <£)f4 Bb8 17 Ad2 when the a5- 
knight remained out of play in 
R.Dautov-M.Schoene, German League 
2009) 15 .&g2 bS 16 b3 (Black also has 
good play afteT 16 cxb5 axb5 17 b3 c4) 

16.. .bxc4 and now 17 bxc4 would lose a 
pawn to 17...£)b6. 

12.. .<Sk6 

Instead 12...JLxf3 13 ^.xf3 £>c6 
(worse is 13...cxd4 14 ftxd4 £>c6 15 
®xc6 bxc6 16 c5! dxc5 17 ^.xc5 £>xc5 18 
Bxc5 Wb619 Wc2 and White had a cleaT 
advantage in LGyoTkos-M.Zufic, Trieste 

2005) 14 dS £)b4 transposes back into 
the main line. 
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13 d5 



13.. .£ib4! 

This odd-looking move is not only 
tactically justified, it is necessary. In¬ 
stead 13...^ce5?l 14 £tel! leaves Black’s 
minoT pieces looking for a TetTeat, while 

13.. .^.xf3 14 &xf3 £ke5 15 ±g 2 b5 16 f4 
£>g4 17 icd2 gives White a space advan¬ 
tage and the bishop-paiT. 

14 a3 

White puts the questions to Black’s 
knight immediately. Instead 14 Wd2 
£kl3 (Black could also play 14...iLxf3 15 
±xf3 ^e5 16 JLg2 Wa5 17 £ic3 b5 when 
he has some initiative and it is not easy 
to exploit the position of the b4-knight) 

15 Scdl (Black has counteTplay afteT 15 
flc2 b5, while 15 Wxd3 Axf3 16 Jb<f3 
£te5 is similar to the main line) 15 ...b5 

16 cxb5 Jb<f3 (White holds on to the 

extTa pawn afteT I6...axb5 17 Wxd3 
±xf3 18 ±xf3 ^e5 19 Wxb5 4ixf3+ 20 
&g2 $)e5 21 £>cl, although Black has 
some Benko-like counteTplay) 17 ^xf3 
£>3e5 18 Aq2 axb5 19 h3 and now in¬ 
stead of the stTange 19...^b8?l 20 f4 
<£\ed7 21 £kl of M.Lomineishvili- 


E.Paehtz, German League 2002, Black 
could have played 19 ...£rt)6 20 f4 £>ed7 
ot even the immediate 19...C4!?. 

14.. .Axf3 

Black can also play the immediate 

14.. .^d3 15 Sc2 (White should probably 
transpose to the main line with 15 
'Sxd3 JLxf3 16 ±xf3 £>e5 17 Wc 2 ) 15 ._b5 
16 £>el <£ixel 17 Wxel bxc4 18 bxc4 
JLxe2 19 Wxe2 Wa5 20 J.h3 &b6 21 
Wd3 Sab8 22 ±d2 Wa4 23 Sbl £sd7 and 
Black was taking oveT in A.HallmaTk- 
J.PenTose, York 1959. 

15 i.xf3 <5id3 



This is the point of Black’s play. The 
knight is not trapped afteT all. 

l6Wxd3 

White acquiesces to exchanges. In¬ 
stead 16 Sc2 still hopes to botheT Black’s 
wandering knight when I6...b5 17 £sc3 
(ot 17 icg 2 bxc4 18 bxc4 &k>2 19 Wd 2 
<£se5 20 Sfcl Sb8 21 f4 when Bologan 
gives 21... t hq4 with counteTplay, while 

21...^ed3l? is possible too) 17...bxc4 18 
bxc4 £sb 2 l (if I8...4i3e5 19 Ae 2 £sb6 20 
£ibl! Black will be pushed back afteT all) 
19 Sxb2 icxc3 20 Sb7 Sb8 21 Wb3 (af- 
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ter 21 Sa7 Black can play 2l...Sa8 ot 
ocrifice a pawn for the c5-square with 
21._S.d4 as indicated by Bologan) 
21~. 1 S r a5 22 i.h6 l.g7 23 i.g5 Sfe8 24 
£g2 h6 25 ice3 £)b6 26 Sxb8 Sxb8 27 
Sbl £>d7 28 #d3 Sxbl 29 Wxbl was 
B-Avrukh-V.Bologan, Istanbul 2003. Here 
CallagheT indicates 29...Wxa3 30 #b7 
S^eS 31 Wxe7 id8! and Black is doing 
very well. 

I6...£>e5 17 Wc2 £ixf3+ 18 &g2 £>e5 19 
£c3 



Now 19...£}g4?! 20 i.d2 e6 21 h3 
22 Wd3l gave White an edge in 
R.Dautov-V.Bologan, Mainz (rapid) 2004. 
Instead Bologan suggests 19...£}d7 20 f4 
Sb8, but perhaps White has a tiny edge 
afteT 21 a4 because of his extTa space. 
Another, more Tisky idea is 20...b5l? with 
the idea of 21 cxb5 i.xc3 22 Wxc3 axb5. 

D) 8 lei 

This move looks a little odd at first, 
considering White could play 8 e4 
straightway. In fact White’s idea is to 
play on the queenside with Sbl and b4, 
but the immediate 8 Sbl would simply 


be met by 8... ids Therefore White 
brings the rook to el first, in OTdeT to 
Tetain the possibility of playing e4. 



8.. .Hb8 

Having the Took on b8 is useful in 
several structures. Black continues with 
his plan, at least foT the time being. In¬ 
stead 8..JLd7 would be well met by 9 e4 
afteT all, as 9...e5 10 d5 £}d4 (ll...4ie7 is 
possible, but this type of position gen¬ 
erally favours White) 11 4ixd4 exd4 and 
now instead of 12 Wxd4 £}xe4! with the 
idea of 13 ^xe4 Se8, White can play 12 
4ie2l winning the d4-pawn. 

Another possibility is the flexible 

8.. .5.8, which is Bologan’s preference. 
Some possibilities: 

a) 9 e4 could be met by 9~.e5 10 d5 
4}d4 ot simply 9...^.g4. 

b) 9 d5 4ia5 leads to positions similar 
to the Yugoslav Variation afteT 10 Wd3 
c5 ot 10 4id2 c5. 

c) 9 Sbl e5 10 d5 (10 dxe5 dxe5 11 
Wxd8 Sxd8 12 i.g5 l.e6 13 £>d2 h6 14 
i.xf6 Axf6 is not a problem foT Black) 

10.. .^d4 11 4id2 l.f5 12 4ide4 ^xe4 13 
4ixe4 gave White a slight edge in 
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A.Maric-K.Kachiani Gersinska, Antalya 
2002, as Black's knight will be booted 
from the d4-square. 

d) 9 h3 -&d7 10 e4 e5 11 d5 (instead 
11 AeS exd4 12 £sxd4 and 11 dxe5 dxe5 
transpose to Lines B2 and B31 respec¬ 
tively from Chapter 3) 11...4id4 12 J.e3 
<£xf3+ 13 Wxf3 Wc8. 



This is similar to the note to White’s 
11th move in Line Bl of Chapter 3, but 
here Sel and ...He8 aTe thrown in. AfteT 
14 g4 (not 14 ^h 2 <^g4+) 14... h5 15 g 5 
CtShl 16 Wg3 Wd8 17 Hfl (afteT 17 i.d2 
We7 18 Sad Sf8 19 ^hl f6 Black had 
good counteTplay in M.FeTTeiTo Calvo- 
I.ChepaTinov, Mann 2001) 17...f6 18 gxf6 
Wxf6 19 h4 ii-f8 (with the idea of ...Ael) 
20 f4 i.h6! 21 Sael J.g4 22 f5 JLxe3+ 23 
Sxe3 ^h8 Black had good play in 
P.T regubov- R. Antonie wski, Koszalin 

1999. 

9Sbl 

Black’s rook move is more useful 
than White's afteT 9 e4 i£.g410 h 3 (ot 10 
Ae3 £>d7 11 Wd 2 e5 12 d5 i.xf3 13 
jLxf3 4id4 14 Ag2 c5 15 dxc6 bxc6) 
10..JLxf3 11 -&xf3 £>d7 (ot ll...e5 12 d5 


£>d4 13 Ag 2 c5) 12 AeS e5 13 d5 £>d4 
14 Ag2 c5 15 dxc6 bxc6 and Black has a 
good version of the positions from Line 
C. 



Black has a very bToad choice here, 
but we will focus on: 

• * ; •• yj" Q ’ t':* '■ 

Ols 9...i.f5 
D2:9...<£a5 

Other moves: 

a) 9...Se8 10 d5 £*a5 again leads to a 
Yugoslav position with some extTa Took 
moves thrown in. One Tecent example: 
11 Wd3 c5 12 e4 £*d7 (Black could try 
12...b5 13 cxb5 c4) 13 b3 with some ad¬ 
vantage to White in P.SvidleT-E.lnaTkiev, 
Baku 2008. Black’s position is not as dy¬ 
namic as it is in the main lines of Chap¬ 
ter l. 

b) 9...^.d7 again looks too slow afteT 
10 e4! e5 11 d5 £>e7 12 c5 £>e8 13 b4 h6 
14 a4 f5 15 Aa3 and White's play was 
faster in A.KaTpov-V.Bologan, Cap 
d'Agde (rapid) 2000. 

c) 9...e5 10 d5 (the position was level 
afteT 10 dxe5 dxe5 11 Wxd8 Sxd8 12 b4 
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JLf5 13 e4 i.g4 14 £sd5 ±xf3 15 ±xf3 
£ld4 16 icdl c6 17 £)b6 4kl7 in 
B.Abramovic-V.Nevednichy, Budva 2002) 
10...<£\d4!? (I0...£\e7 11 e4 is again bet¬ 
ter for White, as ll...b5 12 cxb5 axb5 13 
b4 haTdly helps Black’s cause) 11 £)xd4 
(ot ll £>d 2 Af5) ll...exd4 12 Wxd4 i-f5 
13 Sal £ie4 14 We3 *^xc3 15 bxc3 b5l? 
gives Black reasonable play for the 
pawn. 

d) 9...b5 allows White to execute his 
main idea afteT 10 cxb5 axb5 11 b4. 



Here Black has tTied: 
dl) ll...JLd7 12 d5 £>a7 13 £>d4 £>g4 
14 e3 <^e5 15 f4 ^c4 16 Wd3 with the 
idea of a4 looks better f ot White. 

d 2 ) ll...e6 12 e4 £)e7 13 £)d 2 c5?l 
(better is 13...^d7 14 ^b3 c6 with the 
idea of ...^b6, but White is still a little 
betteT here) 14 bxc5 dxc5 15 dxc5 <£>d7 
16 £)xb5 ftxc5 17 £>c4 was betteT foT 
White in A.KaTpov-A.Shirov, Dos Hernia- 
nas 1997, and 17 Aa3l? looks even 
stronger: foT example, 17 ...£)d3 18 Se3 
i.a6 19 ii.fl! JLxb5 20 i.xd3 i.xd3 21 
2xb8 Wxb8 22 Sxd3. 

d3) ll...e5 12 dxe5 (12 d5 £ie7 13 e4 


Jtd7 with the idea of ...c6 gives Black 
counteTplay) 12...dxe5 13 ice3 JLf5 14 
Scl We8 (if 14...£sxb4 15 ±c5) 15 &c5 
e4 (afteT 15-Sd8 16 Wb3 e4, as in 
D.Stellwagen-S.MamedyaTov, Baku 
2002, Bologan points out that 17 £)xb5 
exf3 18 exf3 gives White a cleaT advan¬ 
tage) 16 <£\h4 Sd8 17 Wc2 (a betteT tTy is 

17 Wb3 <5Jd4 18 itxd4 Sxd4 19 ftxf5 
gxf5 20 Sedl Sxdl+ 21 £\xdl!) 17...£sd4 

18 Jcxd4 Sxd4 19 £>xf5 gxf5 20 a3 was 
Y.Yagiz-M.YilmazyeTli, Safranbolu 2009. 
Now 20...Sc4 21 Wb3 Wc6 would give 
Black reasonable play. 

d4) 11...iLf5 12 e4 and now: 



d4l) 12...£sxe4 13 Sxe4 d5 14 Se 2 
(worse is 14 £se5 4ixe5 15 Sxe5 .&xe5 16 
dxe5 ±xbl 17 £sxbl e6 18 £)d 2 c5 19 
bxc5 Wa5 as indicated by Shirov) 
14...i-xbl 15 ^xbl ^xb4 was given as 
betteT foT Black by ShiTov, but I do not 
like it. AfteT 16 JLf4 Sb7 17 h4 Se8 18 h 5 
White had the initiative in N.StTaub- 
V.WemeT, Dresden 1999. 

d42) 12...i.g4 13 h3 ±xf3 14 ±xf3 e5 
15 d5 ^d4 16 i.e3 (perhaps moTe accu¬ 
rate is 16 ±g2 ftd7 17 i.e3) 16 _.£sd7 
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(16...4M3+ 17 Wxf3 £id7 18 We2 f5 19 
<£sxb5 f4 20 .&d2 was given by Shirov, 
but perhaps Black could have tried 
17...Wd7 18 &g2 £ih5) 17 l.g2 (instead 
ShiTov gave 17 it.e2 f5 18 exf5 4ixe2+ 19 
Wxe2 gxf5 as uncleaT, but 20 4ixb5 f4 21 
JLd2 looks good foT White) and now: 



d 42 l) 17 ...^b 6 18 ^.fl (18 JLxd4 
exd4 19 ®xb5 ®xd5 20 exd5 Sxb5 21 a4 
also looks good) 18...f5 19 ®xb5 f4 20 
J.xd4 exd4 21 g4 and White had the 
uppeT hand in I.Stohl-O.Gladyszev, Lis¬ 
bon 2001. 

d422) 1 7..Wf6 18 Scl Sb7 19 h4 was 
V.lvanchuk-A.Shirov, Monte Carlo (rapid) 
1995. Now 19...We7 20 i.xd4 exd4 21 
The! Sa8 would give Black some coun- 
teTplay, even though White can still 
probably keep some advantage with 22 
£\xd4 Sxa2 23 ®c6. 

Dl) 

Black plays this anyway in order to 
Teach a familiaT stmctuTe. 

10 e4 i.g4 

Compared to Line C, Black has the ex¬ 
tra move ...2b8 and White has played 


two extTa moves with Eel and Sbl. It 
would seem that this should favour 
White, but while Black’s Took move will 
almost always prove to be useful, it is 
not cleaT that either of White’s extTa 
moves will help him, especially fiel. Fot 
one thing, the plans with f2-f4 that we 
saw in Line C21 aTe not available to 
White. 



11 JLe3 

Of course White can also play 11 h3 
JLxf3 12 J.xf3 £>d7 13 -&e3 e5 and now.- 

a) 14 £>e 2 #f6 (I4...exd4 15 4ixd4 
£sxd4 16 Axd4 -«Lxd4 17 ®xd4 He8 is 
also playable if a bit dull) 15 -&g4 4ib6!? 
(enterprising, but it is simpler to play 
15...exd4 16 <£sxd4 4ixd4 17 Wxd4 Wxd4 
18 Axd4 icxd4 19 iLxd7 2bd8) 16 d5 
Zh&A 17 td £if3+ 18 i.xf3 Wxf3 19 
^.xb6 cxb6 20 £\c3 Sbc8 21 £\a4l b5 22 
<£sb6 fic7 23 Wdl was P.Skatchkov- 
A.KoTobov, Cappelle la GTande 2004. 
Now Black’s best is probably 23-Wxdl 
24 Sbxdl JLh6! 25 cxb5 axb5 26 Ee 2 f5 
with equal chances. 

b) 14 d5 £>d4 15 -&g2 c5 16 dxc6 
bxc6 17 b4 gives a familiaT stmetute. 
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The additional rook moves do no 
hami to Black's chances: 17...c5 18 a3 
(the alternative 18 b5 axb5 19 cxb5 Wa5 
20 c4l? is uncleaT according to 
Gavrikov) I8...£>b6 19 jk.fl (19 Wd3 is 
safer) I9...f5l? (naturally Black fights for 
the initiative) 20 Jtxd4 exd4 21 £id5 
fxe4 22 Sxe4 £)xd5 23 cxd5 Wg5 24 ®c 2 
d3!? 25 Wxd3 ±d4 26 Se 2 (ot 26 Sxd4 
cxd4 27 Wxd4 Sf3 with uncleaT play) 

26.. .5b7 27 Ag2 (not 27 h4 Wxd5 28 
JLg2?? jLxf2+) 27...Sbf7 28 Sfl If3! 29 
We4 Wxg3 (29..^xg3 30 &hl Sxa3 31 
We6+ J3f7 32 Wxd6 is not so clear) 30 
Wxd4 Wxg2+ 31 < £ > xg2 cxd4 32 Sd2 
Sxa3 33 Sxd4 Ia 2 34 &g3 < 4 > g7 35 h4 
Wo2 (better is the alternative 35...Sa3+ 
36 f3 fif5 when Black can still hope to 
press) 36 f3 Sb3 37 &g2 Vi-Vi 
V.Gavrikov-A.Shchekachev, St Ingbert 
1997. 

11.. .^d7 

This is the nonnal move, but Black 
has an alternative in ll...Se81? with 
which he keeps some pressure on the 
e4-pawn to discourage White's t he2 
plans. 


White has: 

a) 12 h3 -&xf3 13 ^xf3 e5 14 d5 £id4 
15 jk.g2 c5 16 dxc6 bxc6 17 b4 £>d7 with 
a typical position similar to those in Line 
C. 

b) 12 Wd 2 icxf3 13 icxf3 e5 14 d5 
<Sjd4 15 i.g2 c5 16 b4 (afteT 16 dxc6 
bxc6 17 b4 Black can try to exploit the 
particular features of the position with 

17 .. .£ig 4 !?) I6...^d7 (ot I6...b6) 17 bxc5 
<Sjxc5 (instead 17...dxc5 was played in 
V.BuTlov-A.GTigoTiadis, Moscow 2007, 
and here White would have some ad¬ 
vantage afteT the simple 18 a4) 18 ^e2 
^xe2+ 19 Sxe2 Wc7 gives Black a very 
solid position. 

c) 12 Wc 2 ±xf3 13 Axf3 e5 14 d5 
£)d4 15 -&xd4 exd4 16 £\e 2 £id7 17 
Sbdl and now instead of 17...^c5? 18 
<S}xd4 'S’e7 (afteT l8...Jb<d4 19 fixd4 Wf6 
White has 20 Wdl) 19 £ib3 £)xb3 20 
Wxb3 when White simply had an extTa 
pawn in M.Stangl-K.Kachiani GeTsinska, 
German League 1998, Black should have 
played 17...^e5! 18 <£)xd4 (18 JLg2? d3) 

18.. .C5 19 dxc6 bxc6 20 jk.g2 c5 21 £ib3 
(21 £yf3 Sxb2!) 21...a5 with ideas like 
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...a4 and ...£>c6-d4 (or b4). Black has 
good counterplay. 

d) 12 Wd3l? e5 13 d5 ±xf3 14 iixf3 
£>d4 15 i:xd4! (if 15 jk.g 2 c5) 15...exd4 
16 £ie 2 (16 Wxd4 ^xe4) I6...<^d7 17 
£>xd4 £se5 18 Wc2? (much better is 18 
We2 c5 19 dxc6 bxc6 20 icg2 when Black 
would still have to prove sufficient 
compensation for the pawn) 18...C5 19 
dxc6 Wb6! 20 Sedl Wxd4l 21 Sxd4 
^xf3+ 22 < 4>g2 ®xd4 23 Wd3 bxc6 and 
Black had too much material for the 
queen in S.Ulak-B.Socko, Krynica 1998. 

12 £}e2 

Instead 12 h3 jk.xf3 13 jk.xf3 e5 
would just transpose to variation ‘a’ to 
White’s 11th move, above, but 12 Wd2 is 
possible as well. AfteT 12...e5 13 d5 i.xf3 
14 jk.xf3 £>d4 15 jk.g2 c5 16 dxc6 bxc6 17 
b4 (if 17 <£)e 2 c5 18 <£ic 3 £>b6 19 b3 a5, 
while 17 jk.xd4 exd4 18 ®e2 c5 was 
pleasant foT Black in H.GTetaTsson- 
M.Van Delft, Reykjavik 2006), and now: 



a) 17...a5 18 b5 <£)b6 19 Wd3 Wd7 20 
Jk.xd4exd4 21 <£ie 2 d5? 22 exd5 cxd5 23 
c5 was a disaster for Black in 
A.ZaTemba-M.Lee, US Online League 


2009, but 21...C5 would have been level. 

b) 17 ...^b 6 18 Wd3 Wc81? 19 c5 
(more normal would be 19 Sedl We6 20 
jk.fl) 19...dxc5 20 bxc5 £>d7 21 Sxb8 
Wxb8 22 Sbl?! (White had to play 22 
Wc4) 22...®xc5 23 Sxb8 ®xd3 24 Sb7 
£>c5 25 Sa7 JLf6l? ( 25 ...Sb 8 ) 26 Ml icd8 
27 jk.c4 (not 27 jk.xa6 jk.b6) 27-.Jk.b6 28 
Se7 i.d8 29 Sa7 jk.b6 30 fie7 &g7l 
(with the idea of ...<^f6 trapping the 
rook) 31 h4 (if 31 Sxe5 ftf3+) 31.-h6 and 
Black won material in B.Bogosavljevic- 
J.Skobeme, Subotica 2008. 



12...^a5!? 

Black sticks to the Tecipe we saw in 
Line C22. Instead 12...e5 13 d5 £ie7 14 
Wd2 (also good is 14 <£)d2 jk.xe215 Wxe2 
f5 16 f3) 14...i.xf3 15 itxf3 f5 leaves 
White with an edge afteT 16 icg2 (not 
16 <£sc3? f4! with the idea 17 gxf4 exf4 
18 Jk.xf4 g5), and here: 

a) I6...fxe4 17 <£)c3 <£>f6 18 ^xe4 
^xe4 19 jk.xe4 £>f5 20 b4 Sf7 21 a4 We7 
22 a5 Wf8 23 b5 ^xe3 24 Wxe3 jk.h6 25 
We2 was good for White in D.Vucenovic- 
K.Klundt, Dresden 2004. 

b) I6...£tf6 17 iig5 Wd7 (ot 17...®xe4 
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18 Jtxe4 fxe4 19 i.xe7 Wxe7 20 £ic3) 18 
<£ic 3 and White was slightly better in 
A.Karpov-A.ShiTov, Monte Carlo (rapid) 
1997. 



13 b3 

OTl3 4ld2 and now: 

a) 13...^.xe2 14 Wxe2 c5 (afteT 

14.. .£>c6 15 4lb3 e5 16 d5 4ld4 17 itxd4 
exd4 18 Hbdl White won a pawn in 
E.Pigusov-Al Sayed, Dubai 2001, because 

18.. .C5 19 dxc6 bxc6 20 ^xd4 Wb6 can 
be met with 21 Wd2l) 15 d5 b5 16 b3 
was better for White in C.FoisoT- 
M.Bijaoui, Grenoble 2006, as the a5- 
knight is not well placed. 

b) 13...C5 and then: 

bl) 14 d5 £ie5 15 h3 (not 15 f3? 
£saxc4) 15 ...i.c 8 (if 15..~&d7 16 Wc 2 b5 
17 b3 with the idea of f4) 16 #c2 b5 17 
b3 Se8 intending ...e6 gives Black coun- 
teTplay. 

b 2 ) 14 f3 cxd4 15 £sxd4 e5 (I5..~&xd4 
16 Jtxd4 Jk.e6 looks a little drastic even 
if White is not so well coordinated to 
take advantage of the dark squares) 16 
£sc 2 (a more interesting try is 16 £yf5l? 
JLxfS 17 exf5 when 17...gxf5 18 ®c 2 Wf6 


19 ith3 is bad, but Black can pTefeT 

17.. .£lc6 with uncleaT play) I6...^.e6 17 
jLfl £sc6 was faiTly level in D.Lapienis- 
V.Baklan, KemeT 2007. 

13.. .C5 14 h3 

If 14 d5 ^.xf3 15 ^.xf3 b5 (Stohl) with 
the idea of ...bxc4 and ...<^e5 looks very 
comfortable f ot Black. 

14.. .1.xf3 15 i.xf3 



Here Black has a couple of plans: 

a) 15...cxd4 16 £sxd4 £sc6 17 Ag 2 
£sxd4 18 l.xd4 itxd4 19 l^xd4 Wa5 20 
Se2 2fc8 was level in T.Kostiuk- 
N. Nikolaev, PeteThof 2005- 

b) 15...£sc6 16 d5 and then: 

bl) I6...£sa5 17 .&g2?! b5 gave Black 
good play in AiivneT-J.Eriksson, Stock¬ 
holm 2005, but 17 £>f4 (to allow ice2, 
protecting the c4-pawn) 17...b5 18 Wc2 
would allow White to Tetain an edge. 

b 2 ) I6...4ib4!? 17 Wd 2 (17 a3 £sd3 
exploits the Took on el!) 17...b5 with 
uncleaT play. 

D 2 ) 9...^a5l? 

This is an interesting way to disrupt 
White's plans. 
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10Wa4 

This move looks active arid it has 
been played the most frequently, but it 
is not clear that it is best. Other tries: 

a) 10 <£\d2 and here: 
al) 10...C5 11 dxc5 (or 11 d5 b5 12 
cxb5 axb5 13 b4 cxb4 14 Sxb4 icd7 with 
counterplay reminiscent of some lines 
of Chapter l) ll...dxc5 12 £}b3 £)xc4 13 
£)xc5 was J.Borges Mateos-C.Mena Cre¬ 
spo, Havana 2006. Here 13...Wc7 14 <£>d3 
Sd8 would be level, if not terribly inter¬ 
esting. 

a 2 ) 10...i.f5l? 11 e4 ^.g4 12 f3 i.d7 
13 b4 £)c6 (or 13...£)h5!?) 14 £ifl (not a 
happy square, but 14 £ib3 allows 

14.. .^xb4) I4...e5 with counterplay. 

b) 10 b3 b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 b4 (White 
loses a tempo; instead 12 e4 b4 13 *^a4 
Ad7 14 £lb 2 d5l? 15 e5 £ie4 16 i.d 2 c5 
gives Black good play) 12...<£\c4 13 a4 (if 
13 e4 c6 or 13 d5 e6 with counterplay) 

13.. .bxa414 ®xa4 <5M7! and here: 

bl) 15 e4 £sdb6 16 Wb3 c6 17 d5 
cxd5 18 £sxd5 £sxd5 19 exd5 J.f5! 20 
#xc4 i-xbl 21 ±g5 i.f5 22 ±xe7 Wc8! 
23 Wf4 Se8 24 l.xd6 Sxel+ 25 £sxel 


Ha8 was clearly better for Black in 
T.Urlau-J.Mittermueller, correspondence 
2005. 

b2) 15 b5 ®db6 16 Wc2 i.d7 17 Sb4 
c5 18 bxc6 i.xc6 19 #d3 d5 20 .if4 Sc 8 
was level in V.Salov-V.Tkachiev, Gronin¬ 
gen 1997. 

c) 10 Wd3 is important. 



After 10...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 b4 <£)c4 
13 d5 (13 £)xb5? d5! won material in 
W.Aramil-D.Vigorito, Las Vegas 2006) 
Black should take some care: 

cl) 13...1.f5 14 e4 Ad7 15 a4 ®g4 16 
£sxb5 £>b6 17 a5 (or 17 £\c3 £>xa4 18 
£sxa4 icxa4, as in H.Ellers-C.Wilhelmi, 
German League 1999, and here Mik- 
halevski’s 19 b5! Wd7 20 jk.fl gives 
White a clear advantage) 17...£}xd5 18 
exd5 Jk.xb5 19 Wdl c5 20 dxc6 jk.xc6 21 
Jig 5 with a big plus in AXveinys- 
D.Navara, Ustron 2006. 

c2) 13-.Jk.d7 14 a4 £>g4 15 ®xb5 
£sce5 16 Wb3 icxb5 17 axb5 Wd7 
(17-Sxb5 18 ®d4) 18 ®d4?! (Mik- 
halevski indicates 18 jk.fl! and 18 h3 
<£lxf3+ 19 exf3 looks good for White as 
well) I8...®xf2! was a blow in 
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G.Vojinovic-D.Pikula, Belgrade 1999. 

c3) 13...£}g4!? 14 4id4 4ige5 15 Wdl 
Ad7 and now: 

c3l) 16 f4 c5! 17 bxc5 (not 17 dxc6?! 
<5jxc6 18 £>xc6 Jlxc6 19 i.xc6 Wb6+) 

17...dxc5 18 ftdxbs 4ig4 gives Black 
good play: for example, 19 e4 Was 
(I9...£sd6!?) 20 e5 JLxbS 21 £\xb5 Wxa2l 
22 4ic3 Wf2+ 23 ‘i’hl Wd4l with the ini¬ 
tiative. 

c32) 16 e3 We8?! 17 f4 4ig4 18 We2 
with the idea of a4 put Black undeT 
pressure in A.Adly-N.Huschenbeth, 
Hamburg 2008. Instead l6...Wc81? 17 f4 
4ig4 18 We2 (ot 18 h3 4ih6l?) l8...Wa6 
19 a4 Wa7 would have given Black 
counteTplay, such as with 20 £)dxb5 
i.xb5 21 £sxb5 '®'xa4 22 Wxc4 Wxb5. 

c4) 13...e6 14 dxe6 JLxe6 15 4id4 and 
now: 



c4l) 15...i.d7 16 a4 4ie5 17 ®c 2 
bxa4 18 b5! gave White an edge in 
A.Kupsys-V.Vaitonis, correspondence 
2005. 

c42) 15...We8l? 16 a4 4ie5?l 17 Wc2 
bxa4 18 b5 gave White a similar advan¬ 
tage in J.Aho-G.AndeTsson, correspon¬ 


dence 2007, but Black could have tried 

16.. .bxa4 17 £sxe6 (ot 17 b5 £>b6) 

17.. .Wxe6 18 4ixa4 4ig4l ?. 

c43) 15...£ie5 16 Wdl (a betteT try 
would be 16 #c2 i.d7 17 a4) l6..JLd7 
17 i-g5?l h6 18 £xf6 Wxf6 19 £id5 Wd8 
20 Scl c6 21 ^e3 d5 and Black was al¬ 
ready much betteT in D.HaTika-F.NijboeT, 
Wijk aan Zee 2009. 

Returning to 10 Wa4: 



10.. . b6!? 

This is more enterprising than 

10.. .C5?! 11 dxc5 i.d7 12 Wc2 dxc5 13 
icf4 Sc8 14 £se5 with a big plus for 
White in A.KaTpov-I.Smirin, Cap d'Agde 
(rapid) 1996. 

11C5 

AfteT ll b3 c5 White’s queen looks a 
bit funny, while 11 4id5 £)xd5 12 cxd5 
i.d7 13 ®c2 c5 would give Black good 
play. A speculative try is 11 e4l? &-d7 
(ll...i.e6l?) 12 Wdl <£sxc4 13 b3 £ia5 14 
e5 £se8 15 .&f4 and White had some 
compensation foT the pawn in E.Janosi- 
G.HeTvet, correspondence 2002. 

11.. JLd7 

With this move Black is Teady to sac- 
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rifice a pawn, but ll.-.WeS!? is playable 
as well. After 12 Wc2 (12 Wxe8 5xe8 is 
even) 12...bxc5 (or 12...d5l?) 13 dxc5 ftc6 
14 i.g5 i-f5 15 e4 ®xe4l? 16 <5ixe4 d5 
17 £sfd 2 £>b4 18 Wdl dxe4 19 -&xe4 
JLxe4 20 £\xe4 f5 21 £\c3 e5 22 £\d5 
£ixd5 23 Wxd5+ Wf7 24 Wxf7+ &xf7 
chances were pTetty level in V.Filippov- 
A.MoTozevich, Sanwa 1998. 

12 Wa3 

White is worse afteT 12 Wb4 <5ic6 13 
Wc4 b5 14 Wb3 dxc5 15 dxc5 Ae6, while 
12 Wc2 bxc5 13 dxc5 could be met with 

13...d5 ot 13...^c6 with uncleaT play. 



12...£ic4! 

This is stTongeT than 12...*c8. 

13 Wxa6 

White grabs the pawn, as it is diffi¬ 
cult foT him to fight foT the initiative 
afteT 13 Wb3 b5 14 e4?! (betteT is 14 
cxd6 cxd6 15 e4 to maintain equality 
according to HaT Zvi) 14...dxc5! 15 dxc5 
Ag4 (Black intends ...£sd7 when White 
will be concerned with weaknesses on 
c5, e5 and f3) 16 Wc 2 £sd7 17 b4 £ide5 

18 £ixe5 ^xe5 19 h3 (HaT Zvi suggests 

19 Se3 with the idea of h3, f4 and Sd3, 


but 19...C6 still looks very comfortable 
foT Black) 19 ...M 3 ! (Black must avoid 

19.. .£)f3+? 20 i.xf3 i.xf3 21 Se3 and 
19 ..Md3 20 Wxd3 £ixd3 21 Se3 ftxd 22 
Hxcl Axes 23 Scxc3 Ae6 24 Sa3l? is 
annoying) and here: 

a) 20 Af4 Wd3l? is at least equal foT 
Black. 

b) 20 Se3 i-xg2 21 < S>xg2 c6 with a 
very comfortable position. 

c) 20 i.g5?l c6 21 Ml Mi 5 22 Ag2 
M3 23 Ml Mi 5 24 Ag2 h6 25 M4 (af¬ 
teT 25 M 3 £)f3+ 26 i.xf3 Mf3 White 
can no longer play fie3) 25—g5! 26 Axes 
Axes and Black's bishop-paiT gave him 
some advantage in R.HaT Zvi-I.Smirin, 
Israeli League 1998. 

d) 20 .Ml!? (with the idea of M4xe5 
and Se3 to trap the f3-bishop) 

20.. .^.g4!? 21 Ag2 M3 repeats, but 
Black could also try 20...e6!? 21 M4 £ic6. 
13-b5 



White has snatched a pawn, but his 
queen is uncomfortable. 

14 £\h4 

White unleashes the g2-bishop to 
help control some important queenside 


134 



Panno Variation: White’s Other 8th Moves 


squares. There aTe several alternatives, 
but Black has plenty of resources: 

a) 14 cxd6 exd6 (ot 14...cxd6 15 £)d2 
£&5l? 16 b4 £ic6) 15 £id2 £ixd2 16 
^xd2 and now both 16 ...b4 and 16 ...c6 
leave Black with good compensation foT 
the pawn. 

b) 14 £sg5 d5l? (with the idea of ...h6 
and ...fla8; instead 14-..dxc5 15 dxc5 c6 
16 ,&xc6 Wc7 17 itxd7 <5ixd7 18 £sd5 
Wxc5 allows White to play 19 Wc6!) 15 
£sxd5 £sxd5 16 ±xd5 ±c8 17 Wa7 Wxd5 
18 Wxb8 ilf5 gives Black excellent play. 

c) 14 £id2 <5ixd2 15 i.xd 2 dxc5 16 a4 
(afteT 16 dxc5 b4 with the idea of...Jtb5 
Black is much better) 16 ...b4 17 £ie4 
‘5ixe4 18 iLxe4 Axd4 was fine f ot Black 
in A.KaTpov-A.Shirov, Wijk aan Zee 1998. 
White has some compensation for the 
pawn, but no more than that. 



14.. .dxc5! 

Other moves do not seem to work: 

a) 14...d5 15 ®xd5 ®xd5 16 itxd5 
ilxd4 (l6..Jk.c8 does not work afteT 17 
Wa7 Wxd5 18 Wxb8 ±f5 19 £)xf5 ot 

18.. .1.b7 19 e4 Wc6 20 d5) 17 ±h6 Se8 
18 £if3 ilxc5 19 Axc 4 bxc4 20 Wxc4 and 


Black does not have enough. 

b) 14...^e8 15 c6 Sb6 (l5...iLc8 also 
fails afteT 16 Wa7 2b6 17 £sxb5 Sxb5 18 
Wa4 ot I6...i.e6 17 d5 2a8 18 Wb7 2b8 
19 dxe6! Sxb7 20 exf7+ Sxf7 21 cxb7) 
16 Wa7 ->Lxc6 17 itxc6 Sxc6 18 £)xb5 
and again Black's play falls shoTt. 

15 dxc5 



15.. .C6!? 

This works out well, but Black has a 
seTious alternative in 15...b4l? and then: 

a) 16 Wxc4 ice6 17 £)d5 (no better 
aTe 17 Wa6 bxc3 ot 17 Wf4 bxc3) 

17.. .‘?ixd5 gives Black good activity foT 
the pawn. 

b) 16 £ie4 itb5 17 Wa7 (ot 17 4ixf6+ 
exf6! 18 Wa7 c6 19 Af4 Sa8 20 Wb7 g5) 

17.. .‘Sid5 again with excellent play. 

c) 16 a4l? bxc3 17 Wxc4 ^g4! 18 h 3 
(woTse is 18 b4 ^.xa4! 19 Wxg4 c2 20 
Sb2 ±xb2 21 ±xb2 Wd2) l8...iLe6 19 
#e4 £if6 20 Wc 2 £sd5 21 bxc3 Sxbl 22 
Wxbl £ixc 3 23 Wb4 ^a2 24 Wf4 was 
dTawn heTe in M.Vujadinovic-K.HeTzog, 
correspondence 2008. Black has good 
play foT the pawn afteT 24...iLc3 25 Sfl 
£ixcl 26 Wxcl Wd4. 
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16 Axc6 

After 16 AfA e5 17 -&.g 5 Ha8 (not 

17.. M/C7 18 Sedl! with ideas like Sxd7 
and Wxc6 or ,&xf6 and £)d5) 18 Wb7 
fta5! (this is stronger than l8...Sb8 with 
a repetition) 19 Wb6 Wc8 (Black threat¬ 
ens ...<£ic4 ot ...2a6) 20 Axf6 (no better is 
20 £)xb5 £ic4 21 Wc7 cxb5 22 Wxc8 
Saxc8) 20...i.xf6 21 <^e4 AdS 22 4id6 
Axb6 23 £ixc8 Axes 24 b4 AxbA 25 
Sxb4 2axc8 Black has a cleaT extTa 
pawn. 

16.. .WC7 



17 Axdj 

White begins to dn'ft, but he must al¬ 
ready be careful. Fot example: 

a) 17 ^d5 £)xd5 18 i.xd5 WxcS 19 
JLxc4 Wxc4! (I9...bxc4 is also good) 20 
AfA Sa8 21 lfb7 .&c6! 22 #xe7 Sfe8 23 
b3 (23 Wd6 2ad8 24 ®a3 Sxe2 would 
give Black a winning attack) 23...fixe7 
24 bxc4 bxc4 and Black was clearly bet¬ 
ter in A.KaTpov-P.Della Morte, Buenos 
AiTes (simul) 2005. 

b) 17 ^.g2l? is probably White’s best. 
AfteT 17...Wxc5 18 AfA 2b6 19 Wa.7 b4 
20 <£ie4 (not 20 <^a4? i.xa4 21 Wxa4 g5) 


20.. .ftxe4 21 jLxe4 White is doing okay 
according to Stohl. Here Black could also 
try 17...£sg4!? with good play. 

17.. .^xd7 18 £ixb5 

Stohl also gives 18 ^ds Wxc5 with 
the idea of 19 Wc6 Wa7l? 20 <£ixe7+ ^h8 
21 b3 ®de5 22 Wg 2 Wxe7 23 bxc4 bxc4 
with compensation. 

18.. .#xc5 19 a4?! 

It is not easy to play with the queen 
in such a precarious situation. Better 
was 19 2dl Sb6 20 Wa7 (not 20 Wa4 
2xb5 21 2xd7 ftb6) 20...4jb8! 21 <£ia3 
(21 a4? 2xb5) 2 l...£)c 6 (21...<£ixa3? 22 
J.e3 would tum the tables) 22 Wa4 
ftxb2 23 Axb2 Axb2 24 £)c2 2fb8 with 
a likely draw. 

20 4^g2 

Black also has the initiative afteT 20 
±f4 ^C5 21 Wc6 2b6! 22 Wf3 (ot 22 Wc7 
£>e6) 22...i.xb2. 

20.. .^c5 21 Wc6 ftxa4 



22 £k7 

The knight gets stuck heTe, but 22 
£sa7 Sb7 23 b3 £sa5! wins material afteT 
24 Wxa4 Wxa4 25 bxa4 flxbl ot 24 Wc 2 
^C3. 
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22.. .1fc8 23 ilf4 

Or 23 Sal £ic5 24 .&e3 £)xe3 (White 
could save himself after 24...£ie6 25 
Sa4! ®xb 2 26 Sxc4 Sxc7 27 We4) 25 
£)xe3 e6 arid White has problems. 

23.. .e5 24-ie3 Sb7 

Black won material in P.San Segundo 
CaTrillo-A.Shirov, Benidonri (rapid) 2002. 

E) 8 Wd3 



This move looks unusual, but it was 
recently advocated by Boris Avmkh in 
Grandmaster Repertoire 2 and it has 
become quite popular One of the main 
ideas is that with the c4-pawn pro¬ 
tected, White threatens 9 d5 fta5? 10 b4 
trapping the knight. Because this line is 
likely to continue developing quickly, we 
will examine several ideas foT Black. 

Elil«45 
E2:8.„£id7 
E3:8...Af5 
E4:8..~&d7 

Most otheT moves can be quickly 
dismissed, but there is one very new 


idea that is interesting: 

a) 8...2b8?! 9 d5 £ia5? 10 b4 as men¬ 
tioned before is just bad. Black cannot 
save himself with 10...jLf5 11 e4 ftxe4 
because 12 £sxe4 icxal 13 bxa5 leaves 
White with a winning position. 

b) 8...^b4 does not force White back 
to dl, because afteT 9 #d2 with the idea 
of b3 and ^.b2, White's queen is not 
badly placed at all. 

c) 8..JLg4 9 d5 Jb<f3 10 exf3! £ie5 11 
We2 c5 12 f4 is good foT White. Gener¬ 
ally Black has a lot of trouble creating 
counteTplay in this stmctuTe. 

d) 8...d5l? is a shocking idea. 



Black spends a move on ...a6 and 
then offers to play a Gmnfeld a tempo 
down! The justification foT this is the 
odd placement of White’s queen. After 9 
cxd5 (White should avoid 9 fte5?! dxc4, 
while 9 e3 could be met with 9-dxc4 10 
Wxc4 ^.e6 or 9.~&f5 10 ®e2 £)b4l?) 

9.. .4^xd5 10 4}xd5 (instead 10 Sdl £)xc3 
11 bxc3 was better for White in 
D.HaTika-K.Zuse, Gibraltar 2008, but 

10.. .1cg4l? is an improvement) 10...Wxd5 
11 e4 (Black is better afteT both 11 £)e5? 
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Thx.eS and 11 JifA J.f5 with ideas like 
...<£\xd4 or ...Ae4) ll...'#'b5! it turns out 
that ...a6 was useful aftet all! 



After 12 Wxb5 (if 12 Wc3 AgA ot 12 
We3 AgA when Black has counteTplay 
with ideas like ...Sfd8 and ..Mb6 pres¬ 
suring the d4-pawn) 12...axb5 13 Ae3 
AgA aheady Black is doing well. With 14 
e5 (14 Sfdl could be met with 14...Sfd8 
ot even 14...Sa4!?) there aTe a couple of 
practical examples: 

dl) 14...Sfd8 15 Sfcl Ae6 16 Zhg5 
Ax a2 17 TheA was T.Banusz-A.KoTobov, 
Rijeka 2010. HeTe 17...icd5 looks good. 

d 2 ) 14...£>b4 15 a3 The! 16 Sad 
£>xe3 17 fxe3 Axf3 (Black could play foT 
more with 17 ...c6 18 <£>d2 ^.h6 planning 
...f 6) 18 iixf3 V 2 -V 2 A.Baburin- 

M.Heidenfeld, Dun LaoghaiTe 2010. 

El) 8...e5 

This is a classical response. 

9dxe5 

White’s hopes foT an advantage aTe 
based on the subtle weakening of the 
b6-squaTe in the endgame. Instead 9 d5 
ChbA 10 Wdl a5! intending ...£>a6 is not 


very dangerous f ot Black. 

9...dxe5 

Simplification with 9...£>xe5 does not 
help Black, as afteT 10 Chxe 5 dxe5 11 
Wxd8 Hxd8 12 AgS He8 13 ftd5 ftxd5 
14 cxd5 White has pressure down the c- 
file. 

10 Wxd8 2xd8 11 AgS 



As in many exchange variations of 
the King’s Indian, White’s pin creates 
the threats of both <£>d5 and Axf6 fol¬ 
lowed by ^d5- 

ll...i.e6 

This is the main response, but the al¬ 
ternative 11.. Jie8 is of similar value. 
White has: 

a) 12 £>d 2 £>d4 13 e3 (13 c5 Sb8 14 
ChcA AgA is okay foT Black according to 
Avmkh) 13...fte6 14 ii.xf6 Axf6 15 b4 
Agl is fine for Black. The two bishops 
even give him good long-terni chances. 
The first idea is to play ...f 5 and ...e4. 

b) 12 £sd5 £*xd5 13 cxd5 and now: 
bl) 13...£)d4 14 £>xd4 exd4 15 Sacl 

h6 (worse is 15...Ae5 16 Sfdl AgA 17 f3 
Ad7 18 f4 Ad6 19 Af3 when the d4- 
pawn was weak in J.Chabanon- 
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O.Touzane, Montauban 2000) 16 Jif4 
Sxe2 17 Sxc7 g5 is unclear. 

b2) 13...*Sjb4 14 e4 c6 (or 14—f5l?) 15 
a3 (afteT 15 d6 White’s d-pawn is more 
of a weakness than a strength following 
Bologan’s 15...f6 16 Ad2 £>d3 17 Jic3 
£>c 5) 15...h6 16 axb4 (Black is fine afteT 
16 jLxh6 icxh6 17 axb4 cxd5 18 exd5 
icg4 19 h 3 ii.xf3 20 icxf3 e4 according 
to Bologan) I6...hxg5 17 ^xg5 f6 18 4if3 
cxd5 19 exd5 e4 20 £>d 2 f5 21 £>c4 icd7 
with compensation - Bologan. 

c) 12 Sfdl is the main move. AfteT 

12...h6 13 icxf6 (13 ice3 e4 14 £>d2 i.f5 
15 h3 g5! was pTetty comfortable foT 
Black in Bu Xiangzhi-Ding LiTen, 
Xinghua 2011, and he even went on to 
win) 13..~&xf6 14 £>d2 (14 £>d5 icd8 15 
£>d2 f 5 is fine foT Black) Black has: 



cl) 14..~&e6 15 £>d5 i.d8 16 £>e4 
17 £>c5 -&c8 18 £>c3 (with the idea 
of JLxc6) I8...£>a5 19 b4 £>xc4 20 £>xb7 
gives White a cleaT advantage according 
to Avmkh. 

c2) 14...^d4 and then: 
c2l) 15 £>de4 i.d8 16 £>c5 Sb8 17 e3 
£>e6 18 £>d7 i.xd7 19 Sxd7 £>c5 20 Sd2 


a5 (ot 20...e4 with the idea 21 b4 ii-f6 22 
Scl i.xc3 23 2xc3 £>a4 24 Scl c5) 21 
Sd5 Ae7 22 £>e4 (22 Sxe5 c6 traps the 
e5-Took and threatens ...£>d3 ot ...f6) 

22.. .£>xe4 23 Axe4 b6 24 &g2 with a 
draw in LZugic-V.Babula, Istanbul 
Olympiad 2000. 

c22) 15 c5l? is Avmkh’s new idea. Af¬ 
ter l5...Sb8 (Black also has difficulties 
afteT 15.._&d8 16 £>c4 17 Sd2 ot 

15.. .£se6 16 c6 b5 17 £>d5 i.d8 18 b4 
with the idea of e3, £>b3, a4 and Afl - 
Avmkh) 16 £>d5 .&d8 17 e3 £>e6 18 b4 
gives White the easier game according 
to Avmkh. It is indeed difficult f ot Black 
to figure out what to do here. 

c3) is Black’s latest try. This 

was tested in a high-level correspon¬ 
dence game and Black held without too 
much trouble: 15 £>de4 ice7 16 £>d5 
Ad8 17 £>c5 £>d4 18 £>c3 c6 19 e3 £>e6 
20 £>5e4 i.c7 21 Sd 2 f5 22 £>d6 2d8 23 
Uadi <£f6 24 b4 4 > e7 25 c5 a5 26 b5 
£>xc 5 27 £>xc8+ Saxc8 with a draw in 
K.ReinhaTt-MleutwyleT, correspon¬ 
dence 2009. 

12<£>d2 
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12.. .H6 

This is safer than 12...£)d4 13 Sfdl 
(Black has enough counteTplay after 13 
JLxb7 Sab8 14 ^.xa6 Sxb 2 ) 13...C6 14 e3 
4ic2 (not 14...£>f5 15 £ice4) 15 Sabi and 
here: 

a) 15...h6 16 jLxf6 jLxf6 17 a3 and 
the c2-knight is in trouble. 

b) 15....&g4 16 .M 3 ! is good for 
White. 

c) 15...£ib4?! was L.Psakhis-V.Babula, 
Batumi 1999. Here Psakhis points out 16 
a3 £>d3 17 4ide4 £>xe4 18 i.xe4 f6 19 
ilxf6 M<f6 20 Axd3 when White has an 
extTa pawn. 

d) 15...Sd7 is well met by Avmkh’s 16 
<£\b3! (stronger than 16 Axf6 i.xf6 17 
£>de4 Sxdl+ 18 Sxdl Ae7 19 Ml f5 20 
4id6 b5 21 c5 <£>b4 which was drawn 
here in M.DTasko-G.Szabo, Sozina 2004, 
although by now Black is already better) 

16.. Mxc4 17 Mf6 Sxdl+ 18 Sxdl icxf6 
19 £ia5 i.e6 20 £ixb7 Sb8 21 ftc5 Sxb2 
22 4ixe6 fxe6 23 i.xc6 with a comfort¬ 
able plus. 



13 i-xf6 i.xf6 

Black often plays 13...Sxd2, but afteT 


14 Mg7 &xq7 15 Mc6! (15 b3 4ia5l? is 
pointed out by Avmkh) 15...bxc6 16 b3 
andheTe: 

a) I6...a5 17 Sfdl Sxdl+ (if 17...Sc2 
18 Sdcl Sb2 19 Sabi Sd2 20 <£f 1 and 
White will challenge the Took) 18 Sxdl 
a4 allows Black to eliminate his a-pawn, 
but not his problems. AfteT 19 4ixa4 
Axc4 20 Sd2 White had a cleaT advan¬ 
tage in I.Csom-Y.ZimmeTman, Hungar¬ 
ian League 2001. 

b) l6...Sad8 17 Sfdl S8d4 18 Sxd2 

(ot the immediate 18 Ml) l8...Sxd2 and 
now TatheT than 19 Scl a5! 20 Ml a4 
which allowed Black to equalize in 
D. Boch aTov-O. Loskutov, Novosibirsk 

2002, White should play Avrukh’s sug¬ 
gestion 19 Ml! when White will chase 
away the black Took and enjoy a sizeable 
advantage. 

14 £>de4 

Black has enough counteTplay afteT 
14 4ld5 icxd5 15 cxd5 £>b4L 

14...M7 15 £>d5 



15...Axd5 

This forces the pace. Black has also 
tTied some quieteT methods: 
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a) 15-Sab8 16 Had f5 17 £>xc7 Ml 

18 £ic3 Axc 4 19 4i3d5 i.xd5 20 i.xd5+ 
<^>h8 21 i.xc6 bxc6 22 b3 with a clear 
advantage - Avmkh. 

b) 15...Sac8 was the move I had in 
my old notebook. Black’s defence is not 
so simple, however: 16 £sxe7+ 4ixe7 17 
£)c 5 (instead 17 b3 allows Black to 
equalize with 17...b6 18 Efdl f5 19 4ic3 
Sxdl+ 20 Exdl Sb8, as was shown in 
A.Kabatianski-E.Hoeksema, Dutch 
League 2010) 17...^.xc4 (I7...b6 is not as 
bad as it looks, but afteT 18 <5^xe6 fxe6 

19 Mol Sb8 20 i.xa6 Sa8 21 Mol Sa7 
22 Ms Sd2 23 Efbl Sa4 24 c5! White is 
still foT choice) 18 i.xb7 Eb8 and here 
instead of 19 Jb<a6 iLxa6 20 £sxa6 Sxb2 
with equality, White could try 19 b4l: for 
example, 19 ...c6 20 icxa6 (if 20 a3 Sd5l 
with the idea of 21 Jtxa6 Exc5) 
20...i.xa6 21 £>xa6 Sb6 22 4ic5 Sxb4 23 
a4 Sa8 24 Efbl Sxbl 25 Exbl Ea5 26 
Eel and White keeps a small advantage. 
16 cxd5 



I6...4ib4 

OtheT moves aTe no better: I6...4ia7 
17 Sad c6 18 4ic3 keeps the initiative, 


while I6...£>d4 17 e3 4ib5 (if 17...£>f5 18 
Sad Bac8 19 i-h3! maintains a plus) 18 
Sfd (18 Ead Eac8 19 a4 was I.Csom- 
M.Held, Zurich 1991, and now 19...£*d6 
20 4ic5 would be similar) l8...Sac8 19 
a4 4id6 20 <£sc5 gave White an edge in 
A.Guseinov-M.Zulfugarli, Baku 2000. 

17 £lc3 



17...C6 

It is best to eliminate the c7-pawn 
OtheT moves do not come close to 
equalizing: 

a) 17....&d6 was K.GTycel-A.Mista, 
Wisla 2000. Here Avmkh gives 18 Sfd 
a5 19 4ib5 <5^a6 20 Sc4 when White can 
build up on the queen side. 

b) 17...f5 looks active, but it is Teally 
too adventurous afteT 18 a3 4ic2 19 
Sad 4id4 20 e3 4ib3 (afteT 20...<^b5 21 
4ixb5 axb5 22 Sxc7 icd6 23 Sxb7 White 
mopped up in S.Atalik-N.Djukic Cannes 
2007) 21 d6! 4ixcl (White wins the rook 
ending afteT 21...Sxd6 22 icd5+ Exd5 23 
4ixd5 £>xcl 24 <^xe7+ &fl 25 Sxd 
4>xe7 26 Sxc 7 +) 22 dxe 7 4ie2+ 23 £>xe 2 
Ee8 24 i.xb7 Sab8 25 i.d5+ ^g7 26 b3 
Sxe7 27 Eel and the two minoT pieces 
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clearly outclassed the rook in 
C.GoldwaseT-J.Blit, Buenos Aires 2004. 

18 dxc6 

Af teT 18 Bfdl 4ixd5 19 ftxd5 cxd5 20 
ilxd5 Sab8 21 Had icd6 White’s ad¬ 
vantage is only optical. 

18-£ixc 6 19 £id5! 

This is the key to White’s play. The 
b6-squaTe is weakened and this allows 
White to fight foT an advantage. Instead 

19 Sfdl Sxdl+ 20 Sxdl Sd8 is level, 
while 19 -&xc6 bxc6 20 Sfdl f5 is also 
okay foT Black, as his king can quickly 
enteT the fray with ...i?f7-e6. 



19—Sd6 

This looks like Black’s best try. In¬ 
stead 19-~£.f8 20 £sb6 Sab8 21 i.xc6 
bxc6 22 <5ic4 gave White a lasting ad¬ 
vantage in Dautov-Milov, Essen 2000. 

20 Sad i_f8 21 <£\b6 Bad8! 

Black fights foT the d-file. This is 
much better than the complacent 

21.. .5e8?l 22 i.xc6 bxc6 23 Sfdl Sed8 
24 Sxd6 Sxd6 25 &fl when White 
again had a lasting edge in Zhang 
Zhong-N.Ginting, TaTakan 2008. AfteT 

21.. .5ad8! 22 i.xc6 Sxc6 (22...bxc6 is 


also possible, but Black should aim to 
Teduce the remaining material) 23 Sxc6 
bxc6 24 ®c4 ^g7 Black's king quickly 
enters the game and White’s edge is 
minimal. 

E2) 8-<ad7!? 



This is a fighting response and was 
recently played by Avrukh himself when 
he found himself facing 8 Wd3. Black is 
Teady to play ...e5 without exchanging 
queens and he may also continue with 
the typical ...Sb8 now that d5 can be 
met by ...£)ce5. 

9&e3 

This flexible move is quite logical, 
considering Black can no longer play 
...£sf6-g4. White develops a piece and 
may switch his queen back to d2 to pre¬ 
pare ^.e3-h6. Others: 

a) 9 Ag5 provoking ...h6 is not in 
White’s interest, especially considering 
Black sometimes plays this move volun¬ 
tarily (see note ‘a’ to Black’s 9th move, 
below). AfteT 9...h6 10 ice3 e5 11 Wd2 
(after ll d5 “5ie7 White’s queen and 
bishop aTe both misplaced and ...f5 is 
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coming) ll...exd4 12 £)xd4 £ice5! 13 b3 
(White begins to feel uncomfortable 
after 13 .&xh6 4ixc4 14 Wf4 .&e5) 

13.. .£sg4 14 h3 £)xe3 15 Wxe3 Se8 16 
Wd2 ^c5 with the bishop-pair Black has 
nothing to fear. Following 17 ^h2 a5 18 
Sabi c6 19 e3 h5 20 a3 a4l? 21 b4 £>b3 
22 £sxb3 axb3 23 Sxb3? JLe6 24 We 2 ? 
b5 White’s position quickly fell apart in 
R.Swinkels-M.Turov, Haarlem 2010. 

b) 9 e4 e5 10 i.g5 (or 10 d5 £>d4) 

10 .. .f 6 11 ±e3 exd4 12 £sxd4 *^de5 13 
We2 (Black had good counterplay after 
13 £sxc6 bxc6 14 We2 JLe6 15 b3 f5 16 
Sad Wd7 17 f3 Sae8 in G.Mateuta- 
P.Blehm, Yerevan 2000) 13...£}xd4 14 
Jb<d4 Ag4! 15 f3 .&e6 16 b3 f5 gives 
Black sufficient play: 17 exf5 (17 Sadi 
f4l?) 17...£>xf3+! 18 Wxf3 l.xd4+ 19 ‘S’hl 
Sxf5 20 Wxb7 icxc3 21 Wxa8 Wxa8 22 
icxa8 JLxal 23 Sxal Sf2 and Black's 
active rook gave him the advantage in 
E. Danielian-O. Loskutov, Alushta 2005. 

c) 9 b3 Sb8 (also possible is 9...e5 10 
dxe5 ^dxe5) 10 Ab2 and here: 



cl) 10...e6!? is a typical, flexible 
move: 11 Bad b5 12 cxb5 axb5 13 e3 


i.b7 with interesting play in K.Grycel- 
P.Blehm, Polish League 2000. If 14 Wxb5 
(or 14 £)xb5 ftb4 15 Wd2 ftxa2), then 

14.. .‘£sxd4l. 

c 2 ) 10...b5 11 cxb5 axb5 12 d5 (this 
looks a little premature; instead 12 Bad 
<£\b4 13 Wd2 c5 was unclear in 
M.Grabarczyk-M.Szelag, Ustron 2007) 

12.. .£)c 5 (12 ...4rce5 was possible as well, 
but Avrukh prefers to keep pieces on 
against his lower-Tated opponent) 13 
Wd 2 b4 14 £>dl £sa5 15 i.xg7 ^xg7 16 
®d4 (this is natural, but White’s knight 
need not hurry to d4 and 16 £te3 e6 17 
dxe6 fxe6 18 Bad looks like a better try) 

16.. .e6 17 dxe6 fxe6! 18 fte3 was 
M.Gupta-B.Avmkh, Plovdiv 2010. Here 

18.. .e5l? looks worth a tTy: foT example, 
19 £sdc 2 4raxb3 20 axb3 £ixb3 21 Wd3 
£)xal 22 £)xal (or 22 Sxal b3) 22...&e6 
with good play. 



9...Sb8!? 

This is thematic and flexible, but 
Black has tried otheT things as well: 

a) 9...h6 is Bologan's favourite line, 
but I do not like it afteT 10 Wd2 v?h7 11 
d5 andheTe: 
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al) ll...£sce5 12 £)xe5 (also good is 
12 b3 £>xf3+ 13 exf3!) 12...4ixe5 13 b3 c5 
14 dxc6 £)xc6 was Bu Xiangzhi- 
V.Bologao, Wijk aao Zee 2007. Here Bu’s 
suggestion 15 <£>d5!? Jb<al 16 Sxal 
with excellent compensation looks very 
dangerous. 

a2) ll...£sa5 12 b3 c5 13 dxc6 bxc6 
(I3...£sxc6 is possible too, but Black’s 
position is passive) and now instead of 
14 Sad Sb8 15 -&a7 Sb7 16 ±d4 c5 17 
JLxg7 ixg7, as in E.Alekseev-V.Bologan, 
Poikovsky 2007, when the Took does 
nothing on cl, Avmkh suggests 14 Sadi 
5b8 15 ^.a7 Sb7 16 ±d4 c5 17 -&xg7 
ixg7 18 4ih4! Sb8 19 f4 with attacking 
chances. 

b) 9...e5 is consistent, leading afteT 
10 Wd2 to: 



bl) 10...4ff6 can at the very least be 
met by 11 dxe5 dxe5 12 Wxd8 Sxd8 13 
icg5 transposing to Line El with a cou¬ 
ple of extTa moves foT each side. 

b2) 10...exd4 11 <^xd4 is a little bet¬ 
ter for White. Black should probably 
simplify with ll...£)xd4 12 icxd4 fte5 13 
b3 Se8, although White's position is still 


the more comfortable. 

b3) 10 ...£>b 6 11 b3 ±g4 12 dxes dxe5 
13 Sadi Wc8 was A.David-I.Smirin, Is¬ 
tanbul 2003. Here Avmkh’s 14 ftg5! is 
very strong. He gives 14-Sd8 15 Wcl 
®d4 16 c5! £>d7 17 Axd4 exd4 18 <£>d5 
Se8 19 Wf4 with a cleaT advantage. 

b4) 10...Sb81? is quite playable and 
could also come about via 9-Sb8 10 
Wd 2 e5. 



White has: 

b4l) 11 dxe5 4^dxe5 12 £)xe5 £)xe5 
13 b3 ftg4 14 Aa7 (if 14 iLf4 h6! with 
the idea of 15 h3 g5l) 14...Sa8 15 icd4 
JLh6! 16 f4 was drawn here in 
M.GTabamzyk-T.MaTkowski, Warsaw 

2001. Avmkh gives the further 16 ...c5 17 
JLf2 £sxf2 18 Sxf2 icg7 with daTk- 
squaTe counteTplay. 

b42) 11 Sad f5l? (instead ll...exd4 
12 £>xd4 4ixd4 13 ixd4 £>e5 14 b3 ±e6 

15 Sfdl gave White a typical edge in 
R.Zhumabaev-Y.ZimmeTman, Zveni- 
goTod 2008) 12 i.g5 (ot 12 d5 £>e7 13 
4}g5 £)f6) 12 ...£\f 6 13 dxe5 dxe5 14 
Wxd8 Sxd8 15 ftd5 ‘if 7 16 Sfdl (afteT 

16 ftxc7 h6! Black seizes the initiative 
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with 17 Jb<f6 Jb<f6 18 £sd5 e4or 17 Ae3 
e4 18 <£sd 2 4ig4) I6...e4 17 £sel ±e6 18 
b3 was V.Mikhalevski-T.Abrahamyan, 
Wheeling 2010. Here l8..JLxd5!? 19 
JLxf6 ±xf6 20 cxd5 £\e7 21 Sxc7 ^.e5 22 
Sc5 b6 23 Sc2 Sxd5 would have given 
Black an excellent position. 



10 Sad 

White’s most frequent choice, but 
perhaps not the best. Others: 

a) 10 a3 looks like a waste of time: 

10...e5 11 d5 (afteT this Black’s pawns 
aTe Teady to Toll, but 11 Wd2 would be 
well met by ll...exd4 12 4ixd4 4ia5l 
when White’s a3 has left him with 
queenside weaknesses) 11...4ie7 12 b4 
f5 13 4ig5 e4 14 Wc2 4ie5 15 i.a7 Sa8 
16 Jk.d4 h6 17 £>e6 Axe6 18 dxe6 <£s7c6 
and Black was taking oveT in A.Baburin- 
L.McShane, British League 1998. 

b) 10 Wd2 is Avrukh’s recommenda¬ 
tion: 10...Se8 (White’s idea is 10...b5 11 
cxb5 axb5 12 JLh6 when Black’s position 
lacks dynamism) 11 d5 £>ce5 12 £>xe5 
£sxe5 13 b3 b5 (Black could try 13...C5 14 
dxc6 bxc6!? when 15 f4 £>g4 16 JLxc6? 
fails to 17...^xe3 17 Wxe3 ^.xc3, but 


White may keep an edge with 15 Aa7 
Sb7 16 Ad4) 14 cxb5 axb5 15 Aa7 Sb7 
16 Ad4 b4 17 £sdl is a line given by 
Avrukh, who claims an edge here. This 
still looks pretty unclear, but Black can 
also play 10...e5l? which transposes to 
variation *b4’ above. 

10.. .b5 

Instead 10...e5 11 Wd2 would trans¬ 
pose back to note *b42’ to Black’s 9th, 
while 10...e6l? has also been tried. 

ll £sd2 

Ot ll cxb5 axb5 and then: 

a) 12 <£>xb5 £sb4 13 Wc4 £>xa2 is a 
typical reaction. If 14 Sal then 

14.. .Aa6l. 

b) 12 £sg5 ilb7 13 £sxb5 <^b4 14 Wc4 
icxg2 15 'isxql c6! gives Black counteT- 
play. Then 16 £sc3? d5 17 Wb3 £sd3 wins 
the exchange. 

c) 12 £sd5 -&b7 13 ±g5 h6 14 Sxc6 
hxg5 15 ^b4 e5 (maybe even better is 

15.. .g4 16 4id2 e5) 16 dxe5 was 
H.Liebert-B.PeTenyi, Decin 1978, where 

16.. Jtxe5l would have given Black good 
play. 

11.. .^,b7! 12 cxb5 axb513 £>xb5 
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13.. .£>ce5! 

This is even better than 13...£>b4 14 
Wc4 -&xg2 15 £xg2 c6 with unclear 
play. 

14 dxe5 <£>xe5 15 Wb3 

Instead 15 Wc2 Jb<g2 16 < £ > xg2 Sxb5 
is fine for Black and 17 #xc7? Wa8+ 
with the idea of ...fixb2 would give him 
a strong initiative. 

15.. .Axg2 16 <4^2 c6 17 a4 cxb5 18 
axb5 Wa5 



With accurate play Black is able to 
eliminate White’s extTa pawn. 

19 b6 5ig4 20 <^c4 Wa8+ 21 i’gl 
21 f3 d5 is similar. 

21.. .d5 22 <£sd 2 <£sxe3 23 Wxe3 

A draw was agreed here in 
A.KhaTitonov-F.Amonatov, Moscow 
2006. Black could play 23.~e6l? (also suf¬ 
ficient is 23...'®b7 24 Sc7 Wxb6 25 Wxb6 
Sxb6 26 Sxe7 Sxb2 with the ideas of 
...Ha8 and ...jLf6) 24 ®b3 d4! (not 

24.. .Wb7 25 £>c5 Wxb6 26 ftd7) 25 £>xd4 
Wa6 when he will win both of White's b- 
pawns. 

E3) 8..JLf5 


With this move Black heads foT fa¬ 
miliar positions from Line C. Black will 
be down a tempo, howeveT, so the ques¬ 
tion is whether White can make use of 
this ot not. 



9e4i.g4 

So White has the move Wdl-d3 for 
free. This may not seem like much, but 
there aTe positions where White is 
happy to have this move in and at the 
very least White is not in a pin. 

10 i.e3 

Instead 10 h3 ±xf3 11 i.xf3 e5 12 d5 
£)d4 13 ±g2 G)d7 14 i.e3 c5 15 dxc6 
bxc6 16 4ia4 (perhaps 16 b4) l6...Sb8 17 
b3 £ic5! (the central gnp means more 
than potential pawn weaknesses) 18 
4ixc5 dxc5 19 Kfdl a5 saw Black take 
oveT the initiative in P.Nielsen-P.SvidleT, 
Copenhagen (rapid) 2010. An important 
alternative, however, is 10 d5. AfteT 
10...JLxf3 11 Wxf3 ®d4 12 Wdl (similar 
is 12 Wd3 £>d7 13 ±e3 c5 14 dxc6 £sxc6, 
but White's queen would be more vul¬ 
nerable) 12...C5 (I2...£id7 13 JLe3 c5 14 
dxc6 <^xc6 is variation *b’, below) 13 
dxc6 <^xc6 a MaToczy structure has 
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arisen where Black has exchanged off 
his light-squaTed bishop foT a knight. 



We will see similar structures in cer¬ 
tain lines of the Four Pawns Attack and 
AveTbakh Variation. In general, Black 
can be happy with this type of position, 
as he has enough room foT his pieces 
and can hope to dominate the dark 
squares. Therefore it is not surprising 
that Avmkh considers this type of posi¬ 
tion to be fully playable for Black (he 
recommends the main move 10 JLe3). 
This may well be tme, but equalizing is 
not so simple, as it is not easy foT Black 
to create counteTplay in this position: 

a) 14 i-d 2 £id7 15 Scl 4ide5 16 b3 
b5l? 17 cxb5 axb5 18 J.e3 £sb4l? (worse 
is I8...b4?l 19 “5ia4) 19 a4 bxa4 20 £sxa4 
Sb8 (Black wants to cover the b6- 
squaTe, but 20...£sed3 21 Sc4 Sb8 looks 
like an improvement) 21 We2 Wa5 22 f4 
£sed3 23 Scdl was TatheT uncomfort¬ 
able foT Black in AWojtkiewicz- 
M.PeTelshteyn, Katowice 1992. 

b) 14 -&e3 is less common but may 
well be better I4...£>d7 15 Scl Wa5 
(Black should consider 15-Sb8 ot 


15 ...Sc8) 16 a3 Sfc8 17 f4 Wd8 18 b4 
gave White a clear advantage in 
A.Goldin-G.Guseinov, Calvia Olympiad 
2004. 



10.. .£)d7 

This is the typical response, but Black 
should look at the alternatives: 

a) 10..Jb<f3 11 ilxf3 -5id7 12 Jcg4l? 
(not 12 £se2 £\de5l, but 12 ±g2 e5 13 d5 
£\d4 14 £se2l? £>c5 15 Wd2 would com¬ 
pel Black to exchange off his d4-knight, 
leaving White with a slight advantage) 

12.. .e5 13 Axd7 Wxd7 14 d5 £id4 15 
JLxd 4 exd 4 16 £se 2 c5 17 dxc6 bxc6 18 
£sxd4 Sab8 19 £>b3 i.xb2 20 Sabi Aa3 
(20...J.g7 21 £}c5) 21 c5 Sb5 22 Sbdl 
Sd8 23 Wf3 Wc7 24 £id4 Sa5 25 e5 dxe5 
26 &b3 Sxdl 27 Sxdl Sb5 28 Wf6 Sb8 
29 Sd6 Sc8 30 h4 and White main¬ 
tained the initiative in E.ltuTrizaga- 
N.Mamedov, Moscow 2011. 

b) 10,..Se81? is tTickier: ll h3 JLxf3 12 
±xf3 e5 13 d5 £id4 14 i.g2 c5 (after 
14-^d7 15 £se2 £>c5 16 Wd 2 a5 17 
£sxd4 exd418 itxd4 4ixe4 would lead to 
nothing foT White, but 17 Sfell? would 
again force Black to exchange off his 
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strong knight) 15 dxc6 bxc6 with a typi¬ 
cal position similar to those in Line C. 

ll£iel 

Avrukh’s move gives White a simple 
advantage. Others give Black an easier 
time: 

a) 11 4_id2 leaves White a bit uncoor¬ 
dinated and afteT ll...e5 12 d5 £)d4 13 
f3 £sc5 14 Wbl icd7 15 b4 £)a4 Black 
has good play. 

b) 11 , S_ih4 is a bit extravagant: 

ll...e5 12 d5 £sd4 13 f3 £)c5 (I3..~&h5l?) 
14 Wdl ilc8 15 f4 (afteT 15 b4 £sd7 
Black’s strong d4-knight ensures him of 
counteTplay) 15...a5l? with uncleaT play. 

c) 11 h3 ilxf3 12 icxf3 e5 13 d5 £>d4 
14 ±g2 c5 15 dxc6 bxc6 16 b4 gives us a 
typical position where White’s extTa 
move Wd3 is useful, but not overwhelm¬ 
ing. Here TatheT than 16...C5 17 a3 a5?l 
18 b5 with an advantage foT White in 
Ki.GeoTgiev-D.Popovic, ZlatiboT 2006, 
Black could consider l6...We7, lB.-WcS 
ot l6...Se8!?. 



Il...e5 

Instead ll.j£\b4 does not seem to 
wotk: 12 Wd2 c5 13 d5 (moTe critical 


than 13 h3 cxd4 14 itxd4 icxd4 15 
Wxd4 £ic6 16 We3 JLe6) 13...^e5 14 b3 
Wa5 15 h3 ±d7 16 f4 £ied3 17 £)xd3 
<S_ixd3 18 e5l. A Tecent try, howeveT, was 

11.. .f5l? and afteT 12 h3 (12 ^c2l? is also 
possible) 12...fxe4 13 £)xe4 jLf5 14 g4 
Axe4 15 Wxe4 e5 Black had given up his 
light-squaTed bishop in M.Maslik- 
Y.Vovk, Slovenian League 2011, but he 
was well developed, while White's king- 
side was slightly weakened and the el- 
knight was not so easy to get into play. 
White may manage to prove some ad¬ 
vantage here, but matters aTe not so 
cleaT and Black even went on to win. 

12 d5 £sd4 13 f3 £>c5 14 Wdl J.c8 15 
£>c2 

Better than 15 b4 ^d7 16 Sbl 
(Avmkh also mentions 16 £\c2 a5! 17 a3 
axb 4 18 axb 4 Sxal 19 £ixal ^b6 20 
Wd3 f5 with counteTplay) I6...a5 17 a3 
axb4 18 axb4 which was drawn heTe in 
A.Stefanova-E.Paehtz, HeTaklion 2007. In 
fact Black can already seize the initiative 
with I8...^b6! as pointed out by Avmkh. 

15 .. .£>xc 2 16 #xc 2 a5 17 a3 T a6 

17...f5 18 b4 £>a6 19 Sabi is the 

same. 

18 Sabi b619 b4 

This was J.Gonzalez Garcia-L.MaTti- 
nez Duany, Sant Marti 2010. White’s 
game is very pleasant and easy to play. 

E4) 8.. Jcd7!? 

This is a good fighting move. Black is 
not afraid of White’s coming advance 
and develops a piece, TatheT than forc¬ 
ing things. 
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9d5 

This is White’s main idea. Instead 9 
e4l? could be met by 9...Sb8 or 9...b5l? 
(or even 9....&g4, which would just 
transpose back to Line E3), while 9 Sdl 
can be met by 9-.b5!- It looks like this 
move should not be possible, but the 
tactics work out foT Black: 10 cxb5 axb5 
11 <2ixb5 £ft>4 12 #c4 £}xa2l (this is the 
point of Black’s play; the knight looks a 
bit precarious, but it turns out that 
White cannot tTap it) 13 .&d2 Wb8! 14 
£ixc7 (instead 14 ^a3 J.e6! 15 Wb5 
i.b3! 16 Sdbl Wxb5 17 £>xb5 c6 18 £>c3 
Hfb8 leaves Black with the initiative) 

14...Sa4 15 b4 Sc8. 



Now: 

a) 16 Sxa2?l Sxc7 17 Wb3 Sca7 and 
Black had the initiative in M.Tutov- 
R.Van Kampen, HaaTlem 2010. It tums 
out that all of White’s pieces on the light 
squares aTe vulnerable to Black's bishop. 

b) 16 £ig5 keeps control of the e6- 
squaTe and afteT I6...e6 17 Sxa2 Sxc7 

18 Wb3 Wa7 (if instead I8...fica7 19 
Sdal and White keeps the extTa pawn) 

19 b5l? (ot 19 Sdal Wxd4 20 Sxa4 i.xa4 
21 Sxa4 Wxd2) 19...Sxa2 20 b6 ®b8 21 
Wxa2 Wxb6 22 e3 the position is faidy 
level. 

9.. .<£>b410®dl 

The white queen heads home. Other 
moves do not look any betten 

a) 10 Wbl a5 11 e4 (afteT ll a3 ^a6 

12 b4 J.f5 13 Wb3 axb4 14 axb4 <£>c5l 15 
Hxa8 <2ixb3 16 fixd8 Sxd8 Black had the 
initiative in the endgame in A.GToenn- 
V.Milov, Oslo 2002) 11...C6 12 J.e3 cxd5 

13 cxd5 Sc8 14 Scl?! <£>g4 15 ±d2 Wb6 
16 JLel f5 and Black had seized the ini¬ 
tiative in D.Rombaldoni-M.MakTopou- 
lou, Rijeka 2009. 

b) 10 ®d2 a5 11 £}d4 £ig4 (also pos¬ 
sible is ll...Wc8: foT example, 12 fiel 
ilh3 13 ilhl <2ig4 14 £if3 h6l? with un¬ 
clear play in D.Bocharav-E.lnaTkiev, Is¬ 
tanbul 2003) 12 Sbl c5l? 13 dxc6 4ixc6 

14 <£sxc6 bxc6 15 b3 JLf5 16 e4 JLe6 17 
i.b2 Sb8 18 <£>e2 l.xb2 19 Sxb2 Wb6 
with counterplay in V.BoTovikov- 
R.PonomaTiov, KTamatoTsk 2001. 

10.. .a5 

Black has to create an escape square 
foT his knight. 
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11 e4 

Instead 11 JLe3 e5 12 dxe6 JLxe6 13 
a3 4ic6 is fine for Black. After 14 c5 d5 
15 £kl4 4ixd4 16 Jtxd4 c6 a dTaw was 
agreed in J.Votava-A.Khalifman, Fuegen 
2006. 

Avmkh suggests the immediate 11 
a3 to prevent Black’s knight from re¬ 
turning to c6. AfteT 11...4ia6 12 i£.e3 
(afteT 12 e4 4ic5 Black has ideas like 
...a4, ...e5 ot even ...4ig4-e5) Black has: 



a) 12...e5 13 dxe6 Axe6 14 4}d4! 
looks better f ot White. 

b) 12...Wc8 13 i-d4 i-h3 14 e4 iixg2 
15 ^xg2 e5 16 dxe6 Wxe6 17 Scl also 
looks more comfortable f ot White. AfteT 


17..~&h6?! 18 £id2 £>g4 19 h3 £>e5 20 f4 
4id3, as in B.Avmkh-I.Bitansky, Israeli 
League 2009, Avmkh suggests 21 f5l 
Wd7 22 4id5 with good attacking 
chances. 

c) 12...C6 13 Ad4 e5l? (instead 
Avmkh gives 13...C5?! 14 Ae3 <£>c7 15 a4 
e5 16 dxe6 i.xe6 17 i-f4 4ife8 18 Wb3 
as much better foT White and 13...cxd5 
14 ^xd5! 4ixd5 15 cxd5 when White 
keeps a small edge) 14 dxe6 jLxe6 15 
£}d2 Ze8 looks okay foT Black. 

d) 12...£)c5l? is an active tTy. If 13 
i.xc5 (not 13 £>d4?l £>g4l) 13...dxc5 14 
e4 (14 h3 4ie8 15 e4 4id6 with the idea 
of ...e5 would compel White to play 16 
e5l? £ixc 4 17 We2 £>b6 with uncleaT 
play) 14...£>g4 15 We2 £ie5 16 ftd2 c6 17 
h3 (if 17 f4 l.g4 with the idea 18 #e3? 
£sxc4) 17...cxd5 18 cxd5 Wb6 with com¬ 
plex play. 



Il...e5 

Bologan has favoured ll..JLg4l? 
when Black will exchange bishop foT 
knight to create an imbalance. White 
has: 

a) 12 h3 JLxf3 13 JLxf3 £id7 14 h4 
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<£>c 5 15 Ae3 was M.Hoffmann-M.Van 
Delft, Bremen 2010. Here 15...^bd3l? 16 
#d2 e6 would give Black counteTplay. 

b) 12 ±e3 ftd7 13 Wd 2 iixf3 14 
JLxf3 c6 15 jLe2 (ot 15 Sabi 4^a6 16 b3 
£\ac5 17 ±g2 Wb6!?, T.Banusz- 

V.Bologan, Rijeka 2010) 15...£>a6 16 
Sabi ftac5 17 .&d4 i.xd4 18 Wxd4 Wb6 

19 Sfdl e5l? (I9...£>a6 is also possible) 

20 We3! (if 20 dxe6 fxe6 21 Wxd6?l 
Sxf2!) 20...<?lf6 21 dxc6 Wxc6 22 f3 £>e6 
23 fobs Sfd8 24 Sd2 Sd7 25 Sbdl Ead8 
26 jk.fl and White kept an edge in 
P.TTegubov-V.Bologan, Sochi 2006. 

12 <£sel 

This move is White's universal 
choice. He can also change the pawn 
stmctuTe with 12 dxe6 jk.xe6, but now 
the black knight can return to c6: foT 
example, 13 ®e2 (13 b3?! £ixe414 £>xe4 
jtxal 15 jk.g5 f6 does not work and 13 
a3 could be met by 13...£>c6 ot even 
with 13~.jk.xc4!? 14 axb4 icxfl 15 jLxfl 
axb4 16 Sxa8 #xa8 17 ftd5 ftxd5 18 
exd5 Wa2) 13...£>c6 with an equal game. 

12...b6 

This is more solid than 12...C6 13 
dxc6 jk.xc6 and then: 

a) 14 £>c2 £ixc2 15 Wxc2 £id7 16 
jk.e3 f5 (16...&C5 17 jk.xc5 dxc5 18 Sadi 
would give White an easy edge) was 
A.Belezky-V.Milov, Benasque 2002. Here 
Milov gives 17 exf5 gxf5 18 4id5 f4 19 
gxf4 Wh4 as uncleaT, but 20 f5l? looks 
good f ot White. 

b) 14 jk.e3 b6 15 £>d3 £ia6 16 We 2 
Wb8 17 Sfdl Wb7 18 f3 gave White a 
pleasant advantage in R.Dautov- 


A.Shirav, German League 2003. 

13 Sbl 4ja6 14 a3 £>c5 15 b4 axb4 16 
axb4 <5ia4 



17 £jxa4 

Instead 17 £>b5? fails to 17...iLxb5 18 
cxb5 £>c 3, while Milov gave 17 £>e2 with 
an edge foT White, but Black has excel¬ 
lent playafteTl7...b5l. 

17.. .5xa4 18 4id3 Wa8 

Black could also consider I8...®e7 
with the idea of ...Sfa8. 

19 f3 c6!? 20 dxc6 

AfteT 20 i.e3 cxd5 21 cxd5 (21 exd5 
b5! undermines d5) 21...Wa6! Black has 
good play on the fl-a6 diagonal. 

20.. .1 r xc6 21 &e3 Sa3 
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Black had good counterplay in 
V.Bukal-A.Fedorov, Sibenik 2005. 

A Small Addendum 

We have completed our coverage of the 
Fianchetto Variation and now I would 
like to mention an interesting move 
OTdeT that Black can employ. AfteT l d4 
2 C4 g6 3 £lf3 Jalg7 4 g3 0-0 5 l.g2 
d6 6 0-0 £ic6 7 £sc3 instead of the usual 

7...a6, Black can play 7~.Sb8!?. 



In most cases, this move will simply 
transpose to the main lines if Black 
plays 8...a6 on the next move: foT exam¬ 
ple, afteT 8 b3 there is not Teally any¬ 
thing better than 8...a6 when Black has 
merely TeveTsed the OTdeT of his seventh 
and eighth moves. However, we have 
seen that there aTe some variations 
where Black does not automatically play 

8...Hb8 (afteT having played 7...a6), so it 
is in these lines that there aTe some little 
differences that should be considered 
when employing 7...Sb8 instead: 

a) 8 d5 £sa5 9 £>d2 (instead 9 Wd3 c5 
10 e4 a6 and 9 b3 a6 lead respectively to 
variations 'a' and *b2' considered in the 


notes to White’s 9th move at the start of 
Chapter l) 9...C5 and now after either 10 
Wc2 ot 10 Sbl, the normal continuation 

10.. .a6 would lead to the main lines, but 
Black could also consider I0...e6l? with 
independent play. 

b) AfteT 8 h3 Black should play 8...a6 
leading to the lines covered in Chapter 2 
and the first part of Chapter 3 . Note that 
Black no longer has the possibility of 
playing 7...a6 8 h3 Ad7 from Chapter 3 . 
In particular, in Line B2 of Chapter 2 it is 
important to have ...a6 in because Black 
has to play a quick ...b5. 

c) 8 e4 is a line where ...Sb8 is likely 
to be more useful than ...a6 because 
there aTe several positions where the b- 
file is opened: foT example, 8...Jk,g4 9 
iLe3 (a similar idea is seen afteT 9 h3 
±xf3 10 jLxf3 e5 11 d5 £>d4 12 ±g2 c5) 

9.. .^d7. 



Now afteT 10 Wd2 e5 11 d5 JLxf3 12 
JLxf3 £>d4 13 i.g2 c5 14 dxc6 bxc6 we 
can see the usefulness of 7...Sb8. In¬ 
stead White could play 10 £se2 £sa5 11 
Scl c5 12 b3 £>c6 13 d5. Now 13...£>b4 
14 a3 £sd3 still worics tactically, but I 
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suspect Black would rather have played 
...a6 instead of ...Hb8 in this position. 

d) 8 Wd3 is in many ways directed 
against 7...a6 and in fact Avmkh recom¬ 
mends a different line altogether against 
7...Hb8 (Line D of this chapter). Here the 
classical response 8...e5 is quite a good 
Teply (the alternatives 8...£sd7, 8...ii.d7 
and 8..JLf5 should be playable as well), 
because afteT 9 dxe5 (instead 9 d5 £>b4 
10 Wdl a5 is okay foT Black) 9...dxe5 10 
Wxd8 Sxd8 there aTe several positions, 


including the main line of Line E, where 
the weakened b6-squaTe (from 7...a6) 
brings Black a little trouble. Black’s Took 
also tends to be a little safeT on b8 than 
a8 in several positions. If we compare the 
position heTe afteT ll icg5 ice6 12 ftd2 
h6 13 JLxf6 icxf6, Black should have no 
trouble holding the balance. 

Overall, 7...Sb8 is a little unusual, 
but could provide an interesting sur¬ 
prise weapon foT a playeT familiaT with 
the subtle differences involved. 
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Chapter 6 

Four Pawns Attack, Main Line 

6...C5 7 d5 e6 8 ±e2 exd5 9 cxd5 


1 d4 ®f6 2 c4 g6 3 ®c3 i-g7 4 e4 d6 5 f4 



The Four Pawns Attack is not nearly 
as popular as the Classical, Samisch ot 
Fianchetto Variations, but has always 
held a certain appeal to aggressive play¬ 
ers. White seizes as much space as pos¬ 
sible and hopes to roll Black off the 
board with his pawns. White is spend¬ 
ing yet another tempo on a pawn move, 
however, and if Black can seize the ini¬ 
tiative White can easily find himself 
overextended. 

5 ... 0-0 


Black can also play the immediate 

5.. .C5. This possibility will be discussed 
further in the introduction to Chapter 7. 
6 £>f3 c5 

This has always been the main line. 
Black is willing to steer the game into a 
Benoni. The modem option is 6...®a6. 

7d5 

The alternatives 7 ice2 and 7 dxc5 
aTe covered in Chapter 7. 

7.. .e6 8 Ae2 

Instead 8 dxe6 looks odd at first, but 
has had bouts of popularity. This is also 
in Chapter 7. Once in a while White 
plays 8 icd3. Black can meet this with 

8.. .exd5 9 cxd5 (if 9 exd5 2e8+) 9-&-Q4 
(also possible are 9...b5 ot 9...Se8 10 0-0 
c4! with the ideas of 11 i.xc4 £sxe4 and 
11 ±c2 b5!)- AfteT 10 0-0 (10 h3 ±xf3 11 
Wxf3 ®bd7 12 0-0 is the same) 

10.. .^bd7 11 h3 icxf3 12 Wxf3 a6 13 a4 
all of lS-.'i’cy, 13...Se8 and 13...Sc8 give 
Black a decent Benoni. 

8.. .exd5 9 cxd5 
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Again White can deviate with 9 e5?! 
or the inconsistent 9 exd5 - again see 
Chapter 7. 

9—-&g4 

This move is logical and easy to un¬ 
derstand. In Benoni structures, Black has 
less space, so he wants to initiate ex¬ 
changes so that all of his minoT pieces 
aTe not fighting for the d7-squaTe. There 
is a majoT alternative in 9...2e8, while 

9...‘5'ibd7 is also playable. 



10 0-0 

Instead 10 h3 ±xf3 11 ±xf3 £)bd7 12 
0-0 transposes to Line C, while 10 £)d2 
jLxe2 ll Wxe2 2e8 12 0-0 <5ibd7 trans¬ 
poses to Line A, although here Black 
could also consider I2...£)a6!?. 

The immediate 10 e5 is not danger¬ 
ous afteT I0...dxe5 11 fxe5 ^.xf3 12 jLxf3 
£)fd7 13 e6 £>e5 14 0-0 (ot 14 exf7+ 2xf7 
15 0-0 bd7 when Black stands well 
afteT both 16 d6 <2ixf3+ 17 2xf3 2xf3 18 
Wxf3 Wb6 and 16 Jc.e2 2xfl+ 17 Wxfl 
Wb6 with the ideas of ...2f8 and ...c4) 

14...fxe6 and here: 

a) 15 ^.e4l? 2xfl+ 16 Wxfl £sg4 
(critical, but Black could also try 


16.. .‘4h8) 17 g3 ^.xc3 18 bxc3 exd5 and 
Black is up a couple of pawns, although 
White has some compensation afteT 19 
i.g2 £ic6 20 Wdl ot even the immediate 
19 Wdl. 

b) 15 JLe3 ®xf3+ 16 Sxf3 Sxf3 17 
Wxf3 exd5 18 £}xd5 £)c6 (afteT I8...£)d7 
19 2dl White has the initiative) 19 
Jlxc5 (19 2fl?l looks insufficient afteT 
19 _&e5 20 We4 Wd6) 19... ^8 20 Hdl 
Wa5 when Black had no problems in 
A.BoTg-A.Kovacevic Panormo 1998. 

10.. .<?ibd7 



Now White has a faiTly bToad choice. 
Lines C and D aTe the most important 
and they often transpose to one an¬ 
other. We examine: 

A: 11 £id2 
B: 11 a4 
C: 11 h3 
D:ll2ei 

A) 11 £>d2 

White chooses to exchange light- 
squared bishops TatheT than knight foT 
bishop. This plan is slow, howeveT, and 


155 


Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


does nothing for White’s development. 

ll...Axe212 Wxe2 5e813Wf3 



13.. .flc8 

A good move. Black intends to play 
...c4 when the d2-knight will look rather 
silly. Black can also play 13...a6 14 a4 
2c8 (another idea is 14~.Wc7 15 £>c4 
£sb6 when 16 £sxb6 Wxb6 gives Black’s 
queen access to the weak squares on 
the b-file) 15 £sc4 £sb6 with similar play. 
However, White could also try 15 a5l?. 

14 £>c4 

Instead 14 a4 is met with 14...C4, 
while 14 ^hl c4 15 g4 h61? (instead 

15.. .£sc5 16 e5! dxe5 17 fxe5 2xe5 18 
4ixc4 allowed White some counteTplay 
in J.NogueiTas-O.Cvitan, Novi Sad 1990, 
but 15...We7l? is a decent alternative) 16 
a4 (instead 16 h4 could be met by 

16.. .h5 17 g5 £>g4 ot simply l6„.We7) 

1 6.. .We7 17 a5 £>c5 18 e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 
£yfd7 20 e6 (Black is also much better 
afteT 20 4ixc4 £sb3 21 Sa4 ^xcl 22 
Sxcl Sxc4l 23 Sxc4 4ixe5) 20...fxe6 21 
4ixc4 Sf8 gave Black a winning position 
in O.SutteT-J.GallagheT, Swiss League 
2002. 


14...£>b6! 



This is a typical Benoni idea to chal¬ 
lenge White’s well-placed knight. 

15 £>xb6 

Instead both 15 £sa3?l and 15 £se3?! 
aTe well met by 15...We7 when White 
has difficulties with the e4-pawn: foT 
example, 15 £sa3?l We7 16 Sel ftbxdsl. 
Meanwhile the simplifying 15 £sxd6?! 
just leaves White with a disjointed 
pawn stmctuTe afteT l5...Wxd6 16 e5 
Wd7 17 exf6 JLxf6 when Black was bet¬ 
ter in A.MoTeto Ouintana- 
G.Timoshenko, Loma 2007. 

15...Wxb6 



Black is already very comfortable and 
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White must be careful just to survive 
the opening. He has trouble completing 
his development and must also contend 
with the possibility of ...Wb4, attacking 
the e4-pawn. 

I6irhl 

Instead 16 e5 dxe5 17 f5 e4! is non¬ 
sense foT White, while 16 Sbl Wb4! 17 
fiel <£\xe4 (simple, but both 17...®xd5 
and 17...£sg4 aTe also quite good) 18 
fixe4 Sxe4 19 Wxe4 (ot 19 ®xe4 Wel+ 
20 #fl '®'xe4) 19..JLxc3 leaves Black 
with a healthy extTa pawn. White has 
also tTied 16 f5 Wb4 17 fxg6 fxg6 18 
icg5 and now l8...Sf8 was comfortable 
foT Black in B.Khaghani-R.Babaev, Lahi- 
jan 2005, while I8...'i f d4+ 19 J.e3 ®c4 is 
also interesting. 

!6...Wb417a3 Wc4 



18 e5 

This is played out of necessity TatheT 
than aggression. 

I8...dxe5 

Instead I8...£sd7 is tempting, but af¬ 
ter 19 £se4 (19 exd6 f5!) 19...dxe5 TatheT 
than 20 4)d6 e4! 21 Wdl Wd4 when 
Black will lose the exchange but gain 


the advantage, White should play sim¬ 
ply 20 f 5! with compensation foT the 
pawn. 

19 fxe5 Sxe5 20 JLf4 2ee8 21 JLg5 Se5 
22 Af4 

Not 22 ±xf6?l Sf5. 

2 2 ... See 8 

Black allows a quick repetition of 
moves. 22.~Ef5 23 g4 does not help mat¬ 
ters, but Black could investigate 

22.. .flxd5!?. 

23i.g5 

And a draw was agreed in W.Junge- 
GTTaut, correspondence 2006. 

B) 11a4 

This move can be a useful waiting 
move, but this advance does create 
some weaknesses. Black may be able to 
avoid playing ...a6 and put the saved 
tempo to good use. Most playeTs instead 
pTefeT to play 11 Sel (Line D) if they do 
not want to immediately foTce the pace. 

11.. .2e812 h3 Jbcf3 13 i.xf3 



13.. .C4! 

Black has also tTied the immediate 

13.. .Wa5, as well as 13~a6 when White 
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can play in a few different ways such as 
14 Sel, 14 g4 or 14 a5. 

I4i.e3 Wa5l5 i.d4 

Instead 15 Wc2 £ic 5 looks fine foT 
Black and 15 ‘i’hl 4ic5 16 e5?! (better is 

16 Wc2 a6, but Black is fine here as well) 

16.. .dxe5 17 fxe5 Sxe5 18 i.d4 Hee8 19 
d6 £\ce4 gave Black good play in E.Kahn- 
V.Malada, Budapest 2000. 

White could also play 15 We2, hitting 
the c4-pawn Now VaisseT recom¬ 
mended 15...^c5 16 Wxc4 4ifxe4 17 
<£sxe4 <£ixe4 18 jLxe4 Sac8 19 Wd3 Wb4 
as being uncleaT, but afteT 20 i.xg6! 
(not 20 ±f3? JSxe3) 20...fxg6 (20...hxg6!?) 
21 i.xa7 icxb 2 22 Sabi Wxa4 23 Sxb2 
Wxa7+ 24 < S>h2 White had a cleaT advan¬ 
tage in E.Pesonen-A.Busek, correspon¬ 
dence 2000. Instead 15...Sac8 would mn 
into 16 £sb5, but Black could try 

15.. .Wb4 16 Wf2 b61? (and not I6...a6? 

17 a5! with the idea of Sa4). 



15...£ic5 

This is the most-forcing continua¬ 
tion. Black could also play 15 ...a6, while 
practice has also seen a couple of rook 
moves: 


a) 15...Sad8 16 g4 £ic 5 17 g5 £ih5 18 
i.xh5 icxd4+ 19 Wxd4 ®b3 20 Wxc4 
£>xal 21 JLdl Wb6+ 22 Sf 2 We3 23 &g 2 
Sc8 with complicated play in J.Fang- 
A.PeteT, Budapest 1996. 

b) 15...Se7 is Black’s main alterna¬ 
tive. White has: 



bl) 16 < S’h2 was suggested by Vais¬ 
seT, although he gives no advantage foT 
White. This move covers the g3-squaTe 
to avoid the exchange sacrifice we see in 
variation *b2l’. AfteT I6...4ic5 (VaisseT’s 
point is that I6...a6 17 g4 Sae8 18 g5 
£}xe4 does not woTk because of 19 icxg7 
when there is no fork on g3) 17 e5 £ie8 
18 £>b5 £ib3 19 exd6 Hd7 20 ±xq7 
( S > xg7 21 Wei Wxel 22 Saxel £ixd6 23 
<£sxd6 Sxd6 24 Se7 ®d2 was level in 
I.HausneT-D.Dochev, PaTdubice 1994. 

b2) 16 ‘A’hl is the most common. Af¬ 
teT 16 ...a6 theTeis: 

b 2 l) 17 g4 Sae8 18 g5 £ixe4 19 
£>xe4 (not 19 icxg7 4ig3+) 19...Sxe4 20 
i.xe4 lxe4 21 l.xg7 < ± , xg7 22 Wf3 f5 
gives Black sufficient play for the ex¬ 
change. 

b22) 17 Well? Hae8 18 Wf2 £ixe4 
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(consistent, but White is prepared foT 
this sacrifice) 19 ^xe4 Sxe4 20 Jcxe4 
Sxe4 21 Jtxg7 ^xg7 22 f5 and White 
had the initiative in J.De Lagontrie- 
J.BaTon, correspondence 1992. 

16 e5 

As Black was threatening both the 
e4-pawn and ...£>b3, White must act. 



16.. .^fd7 

Black could also consider I6...dxe5 17 
fxe5 < 2ifd7 18 e6 <£\e5, because afteT 19 
Jk.xe5 JLxeS 20 exf7+ < ^ > xf7 White does 
not have any useful discovered checks. 
17 e6 fxe6 18 dxe6 

Or 18 jLxg7 < ^ > xg7 19 dxe6 (worse is 
19 ®d4+ e5!) 19 ...£)f 6 20 f5 £>d3 with 
uncleaT play in S.UTbanek-D.VTkoc, cor¬ 
respondence 1999. 

18.. .<$ixe6 

White has enough play to hold the 
balance, but no more than that. A cou¬ 
ple of examples: 

a) 19 .&d5 .&xd4+ 20 Wxd4 and now 
instead of 20...Wc5? 21 Sadi with a big 
advantage for White in J.Fang-A.Zapata, 
Philadelphia 1994, Black could play 

20.. .<5^6! with level play. 


b) 19 l.xg7 ?sxg7 20 Wxd6?! (many 
years earlieT White had played the supe¬ 
rior 20 ^>hl in I.HausneT-L.Vogt, Czecho¬ 
slovakia 1978, and here Bologan’s 

20.. 5ad8 21 <£sb5 £if6 with equality is 
probably the simplest) 20...Sad8 21 
Sadi £sf6 22 We5 Wb6+ 23 ‘S’hl £)d4 
and Black was clearly better in 
I.HausneT-T.OTal, Czech League 1994. 

C) 11 h3 

This is the most direct. White gets on 
with it. 

11.. JLxf3 12 i.xf3 



12.. .5e8 

This is the most popular move. Black 
has otheT methods in this stmctuTe, 
most commonly with ... £ie8, but in gen¬ 
eral I pTefeT the natural Took move. 
Some alternatives: 

a) 12...C4 is a typical idea, but it is 
probably pTematuTe. Bologan gives the 
following horrific line: 13 .&e3 Wa5 14 
#e2 (14 ^.d4 is common, while 14 Wd2 
is Semkov’s main recommendation) 

14 .. .5ac 8 15 g4 £sc5 16 e5! (16 g5 £>fd7 
17 Wxc4 runs into the shot 17...£>xe4!) 
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I6...£lfd7 17 e6 ®b6 18 f5 i.xc3 19 bxc3 
Wxc3 20 i.h6 Sfe8 21 ±q2 when Black’s 
disgusting position is considered to be 
quite tenable by my computer. 

b) 12...a6 13 g4 (13 a4 and 13 i.e3 
aTe also possible) 13...®e8 14 g5 ®c7 
and now: 



bl) 15 h4 ^b5 16 Wd3 can be met 
with 16...C41, while 16 £)xb5 axb5 17 h5 
c4 18 < 4 > g2 <£)c5 19 Shi Se8 favoured 
Black in T.TayloT-J.Banawa, Los Angeles 
2011 . 

b 2 ) 15 i.g4?l ®b5 16 e5 ®xc3 17 
bxc3 dxe5 18 f5 e4 19 f6 ®xf6 20 gxf6 
i.xf6 21 i.h6 and now the spectacular 

21...Wd6l? was played in the well-known 
game J.NogueiTas-D.Velimirovic, Reggio 
Emilia 1986, but simpler is 21..JLg7, as 
pointed out by Semkov. AfteT 22 i.xg7 
&xg7 23 d6 f5 Black has a bunch of 
pawns for a TatheT useless bishop and 
24 #d5 can be met with 24...''i^h4!. 

b3) 15 a4 is Semkov’s recommenda¬ 
tion. AfteT 15...b5 16 h4 bxa4 17 Sxa4 
(ot 17 h5 £)b5 18 hxg6 hxg6 19 ®xa4 
Se8 20 < 4 > g2 ®d4 when Black has the 
initiative according to Semkov) 17 ...£)b5 


18 Wd3 (ot 18 <£)e2 ®d4l?) I8...^b6 and 
now both 19 Sa2 and 19 Sal aTe possi¬ 
ble, with a complicated game in either 
case. 

c) With 12...®e8 Black wants to play 
...®c7 and then ...b5 ot even ...a6 and 
...^b5. Now 13 Sel is considered undeT 
Line D. Others: 



cl) 13 g4 ®c7 14 g5 b5 15 h4 b4 16 
<£se2 ^b5 17 &g2 (Semkov prefers the 
immediate 17 h5) 17...C4 18 Sbl Wa5 19 
h5 Wxa2 20 AeS Sfe8 21 hxg6 hxg6 22 
Shi Sab8 and Black's play was the more 
advanced in A.Giri-F.Nijboer, HilveTsum 
2009. 

c2) 13 i.e3 ®c7 14 Wd2 (White gets 
on with his own play; instead 14 a4 a6 

15 a5 ®b5! gives Black counteTplay) 

14...Sb8 (I4...b5 Tuns into 15 e5) and 
now Semkov gives the cleveT 15 i.e2! b5 

16 e5l dxe5 17 f5 with pressure foT the 
pawn. 

13 g4 

Instead 13 a4 transposes to Line B, 
while the most-common move is 13 Sel 
which bongs us to Line D. Both 13 JLe3 
and 13 ‘i’hl allow 13...b5l, while 13 Wc2 
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a6 (13...C4 and 13...Wa5 are also possi¬ 
ble) 14 a4 (instead 14 g4 b6 is seen in 
the notes to White’s 14th move, below) 

14.. .C4 15 -&e3 Sc8 intending ...£>c5 has 
done well for Black. 

13.. .h6 



Black does not have a good TetTeat 
square foT his knight, so he holds up 
White’s advance, gives himself the h7- 
squaTe and sets a sophisticated posi¬ 
tional trap. 

14 h4?! 

This is the most common, but it runs 
into a strong TetoTt. Instead the slow 14 
ice3 and 14 &hl allow 14...b5l. The 
pawn sacrifice 14 g5 hxg5 15 e5 is tricky, 
because 15...dxe5 16 fxg5 £ih7 17 £>e4 
gives White good compensation foT the 
pawn. However, Semkov points out two 
ways for Black to sacrifice a piece foT 
good play: 15...^xe5l? 16 fxe5 Sxe5 and 

15...£>h7 16 e6 gxf4l? 17 exd7 Wxd7. 

14 Wc2l? is Semkov's main recom¬ 
mendation. White oveTpTotects the 64- 
pawn and intends to pawn storm the 
kingside: 14~a6 15 ite3 (15 h4 allows 

15 ...h 5 16 g 5 £>g4, while 15 a4 can be 


met by 15...C4) 15...b5 16 Sael and now 

I6...1c8 17 h4 b4 18 £>dl c4 19 g5 is 
Semkov’s main line. This not so cleaT, 
but Black could alsotTy I6...£>b6!?. 



This puts some pressure on d5 to 
discourage the e4-e5 advance and the 
knight may also hop to c4. Some possi¬ 
bilities: 

a) 17 e5 dxe5 18 d6 e4 19 £>xe4 
£>xe4 20 Jcxe4 Hc8 21 Sdl icd4! looks 
fine f ot Black. 

b) 17 g5 hxg5 18 e5 dxe5 19 f5 (19 
fxg5 £}fxd5) 19...e4 (or 19...b4) 20 £>xe4 
gxf5 21 ftxg5 ^bxd5 decimates White's 
centre. 

c) 17 h4 £>c4 18 jLcl h5! 19 gxh5 (if 
19 g5 £>g4) 19-.^xh5 20 i.xh5 gxh5 21 
#h2 icd4+ 22 <&hl <i>h8 with an uncleaT 
position. 

It is TatheT eaTly to pass judgement 
on 14 Wc2 (ot I6...£>b6!?), as there is 
little practical material and both sides 
have many possibilities. 

14...h5! 

It turns out that White is not so well 
prepared foT the opening of the posi¬ 
tion. 
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15 g5 

Instead 15 gxh5 ^xh5 16 JLxhS can 
be met with I6...'i f xh4!: 17 Wg4 (or 17 
±f3 Wg3+ 18 &hl Wh3+ 19 *gl Ad4+ 
and wins) 17...Wxh5 18 Wxd7 (18 Wxh5 
gxh5 leaves Black a pawn up with the 
better position) l8...Sad8 19 Wa4 -^d4+ 
20 Sf2 1T3 21 Wc2 <^g7! 22 We2 Wg3+ 
23 '4?fl Sh8 0-1 O.Otano-E.OteTO, Cuba 
1997. 

15...£)g4 16 Axg4 hxg4 



Black leads in development and is 
prepared to give up his bishop with 
...Jbcc3 in OTdeT to win the e4-pawn be¬ 
cause White's daTk-squaTed bishop is 
locked behind its own pawns. 

17 Bel 

This is the safest move. OtheT moves 
can easily lead to trouble foT the first 
playeT: 

a) 17 e5 dxe5 18 Wxg4 (18 f5 gxf5 19 
Sxf5 e4 also looks good foT Black) 

I8...exf4 19 Jbcf4 Ad4+ 20 4b2 £>e5 
favoured Black in E.Grivas- 
G.Timoscenko, Plovdiv 1988. White's 
king position is TatheT airy. 

b) 17 Wxg4 ^.xc3 18 bxc3 Sxe4 19 


iLd2 c4l? (a dTawish ending was 
reached afteT I9... 1 i f e7 20 Sael ^b6 21 
Wf3 Se8 22 f 5 ®xd5 23 fxg6 fxg6 24 c4 
<£ie3 25 Jtxe3 Sxe3 26 Sxe3 Wxe3+ 27 
Wxe 3 Sxe 3 28 2f6 ^g7 29 2xd6 Se4 in 
M.Bach-ATrisic, Hamburg 1996) 20 
Sael <Se5 21 Wg2 Sxel 22 Sxel <£)d3 23 
Se4 Wc8 24 < 4 1 h2 b5 gave Black good 
play in G.KleiseT-O.LehneT, Jenbach 
2009. 

17.. .C4 

Black could also consider l7...Wa5l? 
18 &d 2 c4. 

I8l.e3 

White activates his bishop. Instead 
18 #xg4 would be met with I8...^c5. 
Black has good play with ideas like 
...jLxc3, ...®d3 and ...Wa5 followed by 
...b5. 

18 .. J.xc3 19 bxc3 fixe4 20 #xg4 Wei 
21 J.f2 <£ic5 



22 Sxe4?! 

This is Tisky, as Black's queen will be 
well centralized. It is safeT to play 22 
Wg2 2e8 23 Sxe4 Wxe4 24 Sel (not 24 
JLxc 5 dxc5 25 WxeA Sxe4 26 d6 4f8 
when Black is clearly better) 24...Wxg2+ 
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25 < £xg2 Exel 26 jLxel f5 27 4f3 ^e4 
28 i?e3 b5 when despite Black’s optical 
advantage, he could not make progress 
and the game was soon drawn in 
H.Nordahl-R.Vidoniak, Gausdal 2005. 

Similar would be 22 Wf3 Se8 23 
Exe4 Wxe4 24 Wxe4 Exe4 25 Eel when 
White should hold. 

22...Wxe4 23 Axes?! 

With White’s king exposed, his 
passed d-pawn should not prove to be 
dangerous, while Black's pawn majority 
can easily advance. Better is 23 icd4 
when White can hope to generate some 
counteTplay. 

23—dxc5 24 fldl 



24.. .5d8 

This is very natural, but White man¬ 
ages to wiggle out. Another idea is 

24.. .Ee8!? to secure the e-file. AfteT 25 
d6 We3+ 26 4>g2 Wxc3 27 d7 Wc 2 + 28 
<£fl Sd8 29 f5 and here 29...Wxf5+ 30 
Wxf5 gxf5 31 &e2 b5 32 Ed5 gives 
White good chances to hold, but Black 
could try to press with 29 ...c3. 

25 d6 b5 

One Teason Black needed to control 


the e-file is seen in the line 25...We3+ 26 
<ig2 Wxc3 27 We2! when the threat of 
d7 and We8+ saves White. 

26 4 > f2 b4 27 Wf3 We6 

An alternative is 27...Wf5!?. 

28 h5 



Here Black's last chance to play foT a 
win was with 28...Exd6!? 29 Wa8+ ^h7 
30 hxg6+ ^g7!. Instead in B.Kouatly- 
S.KindeTmann, Tmava 1987, 28...gxh5 
29 Wxh5 Sxd6 30 Bhl gave White 
enough counteTplay to draw. 

D)11 Eel 



This has developed into the main 
line. 
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ll...Se8 

Here ll...£\e8!? is also possible. 
White has: 



a) 12 h3 was queried by VaisseT. Af¬ 
ter 12..JLxf3 13 Axf3 2b8 14 a4 (14 
JLg4?! f5 15 exf5 gxf5 16 ±e 2 a6 17 -&d3 
4ic7 18 Wc2 Wf6 19 £>e2 Sbe8 gave 
Black good play in N.Monin- 
A.Shchekachev, St Petersburg 1994) 
14...a6 15 a5 ftc7 16 Wd3 b5 17 axb6 
Sxb6 Black is Teady for ...ftb5 with 
couuteTplay. 

b) 12 i.e3 4 ^c 7 13 a4 Se8 14 ftd 2 
,&xe2 15 Wxe2 f5 16 Wd3 fxe4 17 £idxe4 
£>f6 18 ±f 2 ^xe4 19 £\xe4 ®d7 20 
Sadi Sf8 21 g3 b6 22 b3 Sae8 was fine 
foT Black in H.CaTdon-R.PruijsseTs, Dutch 
League 2009. 

c) 12 £>d2 ±xe2 13 Wxe2 a6 14 a4 
JLd4+ 15 vfhl 4tef6 16 Wf3 (if 16 5 jc 4 
£\b6) l6...Se8 17 <£>e2 (Black was doing 
well afteT 17 g4 We7 18 g5 £>h5 19 <£>c4 
f6 20 gxf6 Wxf6 21 Sfl ±xc3 22 bxc3 b5 
23 £>d2 Wh4 in R.Rain-C.Blanco GTam- 
ajo, correspondence 2005) 17...^e7 18 
£\xd4 cxd4 19 b3 £>xd5 20 ^.a3 £\e3 21 
Seel was H.Banikas-A.Beliavsky, Tyniste 


1995. Now 21...£\c5 22 e5 We6!? looks 
best. 

d) 12 <£\g5l? tries to punish Black, but 
it is not so scary. 



AfteT 12...ilxe2 13 Sxe2 £\c7 14 a4 
a6 15 Wd3 h6 16 £>f3 b5l? 17 e5 (if 17 
axb5 axb5 18 Hxa8 Wxa8 and White 
cannot play 19 £>xb5? ®a6) 17...C4 18 
Wc 2 £>c5 (l8...dxe5 19 d6 £\e6 20 fxe5 
b4 21 £>d5 £>xe5 22 Sxe5?! Wxd6 23 
We4 was A.VaisseT-I.Nataf, Val d’lseTe 
2004, and now 23...Sad8! is strong) 19 
axb5 £>b3 20 Sa4 axb5 21 Sxa8 Wxa8 
gave Black good play in O.Killer (a good 
name for a Fout Pawns playeT!)- 
A.Kondziela, correspondence 2005. 

12 h3 

A novel idea is 12 ilfl!?, intending to 
TecaptuTe on f3 with the queen. Black 
has: 

a) 12...Sc8 13 h3 JLxf3 14 Wxf3 a6 15 
a4 c4 16 .&e3 £\c5 17 ±f 2 £\b3 
(17 ...Wa5!? looks fine) 18 Sadi 4^d7 19 
"ihl was BJobava-V.Nebolsina, Beni- 
doTm 2007. Here Mikhalevski suggests 
bringing the knight back into play with 
19...£>bc5. 
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b) 12...a6 13 a4 4}h5l is a nice idea. 
AfteT 14 h3 i.xf3 15 Wxf3 Wh4 16 ±e3 
(instead 16 Udl Wg3 17 .&e2 JLd4+ 18 
^hl Wxf3 19 ±xf3 -&xc3 20 bxc3 4}g3+ 
21 &h2 £>xe4 22 Eel f5 left Black a 
pawn up in I.Khmelniker-O.Cvitan, 
Dresden 2007), as in I.Khmelniker- 
J.Dworakowska, Warsaw 2005, Mik- 
halevski gives the convincing l6...Wg3l 
17 ladl Wxf3 18 gxf3 ich6 19 ®e 2 f5 20 
Ag2 <4sdf6 when Black is much better. 
12...Axf3 13 lLxf3 



13...Wa5 

Black activates his queen and pre¬ 
pares both ...b5 and possibly ...c4. This is 
the main line and now play becomes 
very sharp. The theory here is very 
dense, but there is still a lot of scope for 
original analysis. Despite the popularity 
of 13...Wa5, to me it is not cleaT that it is 
absolutely the best move. There aTe a 
few reasonable alternatives and they 
aTe worth exploring as well: 

a) 13...Hc8 was played by Kaspamv. 
White has: 

al) 14 -&e3 b5! 15 £)xb5 ^xe4 16 
Axe4 Sxe4 17 4^xd6 Sxe3 18 Sxe3 ild4 


19 Wf3 Sb8 20 &h 2 £>f6! 21 £>c4 i.xe3 
22 Wxe3 Wxd5 with an equal game in 
J.NogueiTas-G.KaspaTov, Barcelona 1989. 

a 2 ) 14 &hl a6 15 a4 c4 16 ±e3 £)C5 
(the less common l6...Wa5 may be bet¬ 
ter) 17 Axc5 Sxc5 18 e5 dxe5 19 fxe5 
^d7 20 e6 fte5 21 exf7+ &xf7 22 4je4 
and here Black could consider 22...Ea5l? 
(22...flc8 23 ^.g4l 4^xg4 24 Wxg4 gives 
White the initiative) 23 d6 ftd3 24 Efl 
^g8 which is uncleaT. 

b) 13...C414 ^.e3 Was and here: 



bl) 15 ‘S’hl 4 ^c5 16 ±xc5 Wxc5 17 e5 
dxe5 18 fxe5 4^d7 19 e6 £ie5 20 £>e4 
Wb4 21 exf7+ ®xf7 22 d6 Sad8 23 le 2 
Se5 24 a3 Wb6 25 Sd 2 i.h6 26 Se 2 Ag7 
27 fld2 iLh6 was drawn in M.Cebalo- 
G.Timoscenko, Lido Estensi 2003, but 
instead of repeating moves Black could 
try 27...Sb5!?. 

b2) 15 Ad4 4 }c 5 and now 16 b4! is 
dangerous, but Black may be okay here: 

b2l) I6...cxb3 is usually played, but it 
looks inferior to me: 17 axb3 '®'b4 18 
4}a2 Wb5 (l8...Wxb3 19 icxc5 Wxdl 20 
Sexdl dxc5 21 e5 is better foT White; 
instead Vaisset gives 21 d6, but this just 


165 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


loses to 21...£sxe4 so perhaps he in¬ 
tended 20 Saxdl) 19 Ae2 (19 £>c3 Wb4 
repeats) 19...Wxb3 20 iixc5 Wxdl (ot 
20...1 f g3 21 i.f 2 ) 21 Saxdl dxc5 22 e5 
£>d7 23 Ab5 Sed8 24 e6 seems good for 
White. 

b 22 ) 16 Jtxb4l? 17 Sbl la5 18 Sb5 
Wa6 19 .&xc5 £>xe4! (not 19...dxc5 20 e5, 
as in D.KomaTov-Y.StTowsky, Belfort 
1992 ) 20 £>xe4 Wxb5 21 ilf 2 Wa6 
(21...Wd7l? with the idea ...b5 looks 
more natural) 22 Se2 was given as fa¬ 
vourable foT White by VaisseT, even 
though this looks pTetty unclean 

c) 13 ...a6 14 a4 c4 15 Ae3 Wa5 sees 
Black play in the same vein as variation 
'b', but avoids the b2-b4 idea. 



White has: 

cl) 16 Ad4?l £sc 5 17 e5 £>d3l is good. 
c 2 ) 16 <4>hl £>c5 17 Axes Wxc5 18 e5 
dxe5 19 fxe5 £>d7 20 £>e4 (20 e6 £>e5 21 
exf7+ £sxf7 is comfortable) 20...Wb4 21 
e6 fxe6 (21...£>e5 is also possible; if 22 
£>g5 f5! with sharp play) 22 itg4 £sf8! 
(22...<£ie5 23 icxe6+ '^h8 is also possible, 
but White should be better here) 23 
£>g5 i.xb2 24 Sbl c3 is very muTky. 


c3) 16 We 2 Sac8 17 lf2 £sc5 18 
jtxc5 Sxc5 (instead l8...Wxc5 19 Wxc5 
Sxc5 20 e5 dxe5 21 fxe5 £>d7 22 £>e4 
Sxd5 23 <5^f6+ Axf6 24 icxd5 was much 
better foT White in J.LautieT-E.Sutovsky, 
Tilburg 1996) 19 e5 dxe5 20fxe5 £>d7 21 
e6 fxe6 22 2xe6 and here TatheT than 
22..j5f8 23 Sael with the initiative (Lau- 
tieT), Black should play 22...Scc8 when 
matters aTe not so clean 

Overall, we can safely say that Black 
has a lot of interesting possibilities here 
if the main line becomes too over¬ 
whelming. 

14i.e3 

Instead 14 a4 c4! 15 -&e3 £>c5 16 
i.xc5 Wxc5+ 17 &hl £>d7 is very com¬ 
fortable foT Black, while 14 g4 h6 15 h4 
c4 16 g5 hxg5 17 hxg5 £sh7 18 Ae3 (bad 
is 18 Ag4 £>c5 19 e5 £>d3l, S.BaTTett- 
N.Povah, British League 2001) 18...£>c5 
19 i.xc5 WxC 5 + 20 &g 2 b5 21 Scl a5 22 
®e2 a4 23 a3 was A.VaisseT-A.David, 
French League 1997. Here I think Black 
should play the useful 23...£sf8!?. 

14-.b5 



Instead 14...C4 transposes to note ‘b’ 
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to Black's 13th move, above, arid Black 
could also look into Mrdja's 14...^b6!?. 
This looks a bit clumsy, but Black in¬ 
tends ...£}c4 or ...£ifd7. 

15 a3 £\b6 

This is Black’s final chance to dodge 
the complications that follow. AfteT 

15.. .b4 16 axb4 Wxb4 White has several 
possibilities: 

a) 17 Se2 could be met by 17...£ib6 
ot 17...a5. 

b) 17 Sa4 Wxb2 18 Wd3 and Black 
cannot play I8...<£\g4?? 19 £idl as in 
J.Hall-R.Panjwani, Kitchener 2006, but 

18.. .<£>h5!? is possible. 

c) 17 Sa3l? Seb8!? 18 Se2 a5 19 k.f2 
£\e8 20 &hl Sa7 21 l.g3 Ad4 22 e5 f5 
was a highly Tisky approach in M.Regez- 
J.Gallagher, Zurich 2003. 

d) 17 «C2 £\b6 18 kd2 £>fd7 19 Se2 
(White could also consider 19 Sa6 c4 20 
Seal ot even 19 e5l? Wxf4 20 Se4), and 
both 19...a5 and 19..~&d4 aTe possible. 



This could be considered the most 
important position for the Fout Pawns. 
Now White can make a prophylactic 
move ot strike immediately. We have: 


Dl: I6ii.f2 
D 2:16 e5 

Dl) 16 -&f2 



White chooses not to force matters. 
Now e4-e5 is threatened. 

16.. .£)c417 Wc 2 

Instead 17 e5 is still playable, al¬ 
though it does not lead to anything af¬ 
ter I7...dxe5 (interesting is 17...^fd7 
with the idea 18 e6?! <£>xb2 19 exd7 
Sed8) 18 fxe5 £\xe5 19 k.xcS £>fd7 20 
k.f2 and here Black can capture on f 3 ot 
play 20...<£\c4!?. 

17.. .^d7 
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18 Ae2 

Instead 18 e5 dxe5 19 d6 Sad8 20 
Jlc 6 Qxd6 21 Sadi Wc7 is fine for Black, 
while 18 a4 b419 ^b5 a6! 20 Wxc4 axb5 
21 Wxb5 Wxb5 22 axb5 i.xb 2 23 Sxa8 
(a better try is 23 5a6, but Black is still 
better afteT 23...Sxa6 24 bxa6 Sa8 25 
±e 2 Jic 3 26 Sbl <^>f8) 23...Sxa8 24 e5 
Jkc3 25 Sbl Sb8 left Black with a cleaT 
advantage in M.Cebalo-D.Bojkov, Cetinje 
2009. 

18.. .5.b8 

Another idea is I8...^db6!?. AfteT 19 
a4 b4 20 £>b5 b3! 21 Wxb3 ®d 2 22 Wc 2 
<£ixe4 23 ®C7 <£)xf 2 24 &xf 2 ±d4+ 25 
&fl £>c4l 26 i.xc4 Wxc7 Black had moTe 
than enough compensation foT the ex¬ 
change in M.Gessat-T.HabeTmehl, corre¬ 
spondence 1999. 

19 a4 

AfteT 19 ^xb5 Black must avoid 

19.. .flxb5? because of 20 b4! cxb4 21 
Wxc4, but 19...Wxb5 20 Jk.xc4 Wxb 2 is 
fine foT Black. 

19.. .b4! 



20 Axc4?! 

An unfortunate choice. White should 


settle for 20 ®b5 ^xb2 21 ®xd6 b3 22 
Wbl and now: 

a) 22...Sed8 23 e5 <£xa4?l (Black 
could try 23...#d2l? with the idea 24 
CheA Wxf4 25 ±g3 1^3+) 24 JLdl! Sb4 

25 -&xb3 Sdb8 26 Wa 2 Sxb3 27 Wxa4 
Wxa4 28 Sxa4 <£b6 29 Sxa7 ®xd5 30 g 3 
gave White a cleaT edge in the endgame 
in M.Cebalo-D.Rasic, Pula 2001. 

b) 22...<£ixa4 23 Sa3 (23 ^xe8? JLxal 
24 Wxal b2 25 Wa2 Wxel+ wins foT 
Black) and now: 

bl) 23...C4 24 ®xe8?! ±f8! 25 d6 ®b4 

26 Sxa4 Wxa4 27 ®c7 c3 28 e5 Wxf4 29 
^b5? c2 was winning foT Black in 
M.Cebalo-J.BalceTak, Biel 2000. However, 
Cebalo was willing to enteT into this line 
again, probably because 24 icxc4! is a 
big improvement. 

b2) 23-5ed8 24 Sxb3 £>c3 25 ®c4 
(ot 25 Wc2 Sxb3 26 Wxb3 ®b4) 25 ...Wa 6 
26 Sxb8 Sxb8 27 Wc2 Sb4 28 icfl Sxc4 
29 Jlxc4 Wxc4 30 e5 with approximately 
equal chances in an uncleaT position in 
M.Cebalo-G.Mohr, Rabac 2003. Here 

30.. .^b6 looks best. 

20.. .bxc3 21 b3 a6! 

This is better than 21...&06 22 jtb5 
Bec8 23 Sabi a6 24 .&c6 when White’s 
bishop is a nuisance. 

22 Sed 

White hopes to play JLel. Instead 22 
e5 dxe5 23 f5 is not so dangerous. Black 
could play 23 ...^b6 ot 23 ...e4. 
Konikowski and Soszynski recom¬ 
mended 22 Wd3 when Black could try 

22.. .jtd4!? with the idea of 23 itxd4 
cxd4 24 Wxd4 <£ic5. 
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22 ...£jb 6 23 jLfl D 2 ) 16 e5 



23.. .C4! 24 -&xc4 

Other moves are not much betten 

a) 24 b4 is tempting, because afteT 

24.. .Wxb4 25 a5 £id7 26 Scbl the black 
queen is trapped. However, Nunn gives 

26.. .#b3! 27 Sxb3 cxb3 28 Wd3 c 2 29 
Sel Sec8 and the pawns aTe over¬ 
whelming. 

b) 24 bxc4 -5id7 25 Sabi Sb 2 26 Wd3 
£sc5 27 i.xc5 Wxc5+ 28 <£>hl Seb8 is 
much better f ot Black. 

24.. .^XC4 25 bxc4 Sb2 26 Wd3 Sd 2 27 
Wf3 f5! 28 e 5 

AfteT 28 exf5 Black is spoilt foT 
choice: 28...See2! (otheT good options 
aTe Nunn’s 28...gxf5 and Stohl’s 28...C2) 
29 JLel Sxg2+ 30 Wxg2 Sxg2+ 31 &xg2 
Wb4 when Black should easily mop up 
White’s scattered forces. 

28.. .dxe5 29 fxe5 Sxe5 30 &hl Se4 31 
jLel Wc7 32 Sabi Sde 2 33 .&xc3 S2e3 
34 d6 #xd6 35 i.b4 Wc6 36 Wfl Sxh3+! 
37 gxh3 Se 2 + 

And White had to give up in the in¬ 
structive encounter Z.Kozul-J.Nunn, 
Wijk aan Zee 1991. 



This is critical and both sides must 
now tTead carefully. Black is not so well 
pTepaTedfoT I6...dxe5?l 17 fxe5 Sxe5 18 
jLxc5, so has an important decision. He 
can TetTeat ot dive into a position with 
an interesting material imbalance. 

D21:16...£tfd7 
D22:16...4k4 

D21) I6...£tfd7 

This move is considered to be safeT, 
but it is not necessarily better. There is 
still a lot to explore here. 

17 e6 £>c4 
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18 exd7 

This move is almost always played, 
but I am not convinced it is White’s best. 
Alternatives are: 

a) 18 Wb3 is not dangerous: 

I8...£>xe3 19 exd7 Se7 20 £>xb5 Wb6 
can only favour Black. 

b) 18 JLf2 is also wrong: I8...£sxb2 19 
exd7 S.f8! 20 We2 Axc3 and again Black 
is better. 

c) 18 Ad2l? has been played a couple 
of times without success, but this move 
has some venom: 



cl) AfteT the obvious I8...£>xd2 19 
Wxd 2 £>b6 20 f5 £>c4 21 exf7+ (ot 21 
Wf4l?) 21...‘S’xf7 22 fxg6+ hxg6 23 ®f4+ 
&g8 24 Se6 White has the initiative. 

c2) In practice Black has preferred to 
play I8...£>db6. Then 19 f 5! (19 b4? cxb4 
did not work foT White in A.Colson- 
X.PaTmentieT, Pan's 2006) l9„.jLd4+ (in¬ 
stead 19...£>xb2 20 exf7+ ^xf7 21 fxg6+ 
hxg6 22 Wc2 Sxel+ 23 Sxel £\2c4 24 
JLhs! gives White a winning attack: foT 
example, 24...gxh5 25 #f5+ &g8 26 
Se7) 20 ‘S’hl f6?l was CJepson- 
S.Ganguly, Copenhagen 2010, and here 


21 fxg6 hxg6 22 b4! would have caused 
Black some problems. 

c3) I would suggest Black secure his 
kingside with I8...£sf8 ot I8...£yf6 with 
uncleaT play. 

l8...Sxe3 19 Sxe3 4jxe3 



20 We2 

White can also play 20 Wd3 b4 and: 

a) 21 £>b5 bxa3 22 flxa3 (22 <£>xa7 
Wxa7 23 Sxa3 W>8 wins foT Black) 

22.. .Wel+ 23 £h 2 £sfl+ 24 ‘i’gl <£>d 2 + 
25 &h 2 Sd8! 26 Sxa7 ich6 27 Sa4 c4l 
28 Sxc4 <£>xc4 29 Wxc4 Sxd7 is much 
better foT Black, because 30 Wc8+ <4>g7 
31 Wxd7? loses to 31..~&xf4+. 

b) 21 #b5 Wd8 22 axb4 cxb4 23 <£>e4 
±xb2 24 Sbl Ad4 25 ^hl Hb8! was 
uncleaT in E.MayeT-M.GaTcia, corre¬ 
spondence 2008. 

20.. .Wd8 

Instead 20...b4? is bad afteT 21 £>dl, 
because 21...*Sixdl allows 22 #e8+. 
However, 20..JSd8 is also quite viable: 
foT example, 21 ^h2 (ot 21 *5ixb5 Sxd7 
22 #xe3 Wxb5 23 We8+ itf8) 21..Jcd4 
22 *5ixb5 Sxd7 was fine in G.Ludden- 
H.De Vilder, Wijk aan Zee 1999. 
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21 Wxb5 Sb8 22 Wc6 fixb 2 23 Bel 



Now Black can force a draw ot see if 
White will force one himself. 

23.. .-&-XC3 

The normal move is 23...Bb6, but 
here White can try 24 <£)b5!? (White can 
also just force a draw with 24 Wc8 Bb8 
25 Wc6 Bb6) 24...Bxc6 25 dxc6 when 

25.. .a6 (instead 25...'4f8!? is possible, 
while the oft-Tecommended 25...Af6 26 
Bel JLd4 loses to 27 £lxd4 cxd4 28 Bel! 
Wc7 29 d8W+ Wxd8 30 c7 Wc8 31 ii-b7; 
here 26...We7 is a better try, but afteT 27 
if2! it is White who is playing foT some¬ 
thing) 26 £)xd6 Wb6 27 <£e8 Wb2 28 
Bdl £ixdl 29 d8# Jtd4+ 30 ^h 2 £se3? 
(30...1T2 dTaws) 31 £)d6+ &g7 32 £se8+ 
&g8 33 h4! Wf2 34 &h3? (instead 34 
£tf6+ &q7 35 £sh5+ gxh5 36 Wg5+ ^f8 
37 c7 wins) 34...Wgl 35 £)d6+ Vi~Vi was 
H.Banikas-V.KotTonias, KoTinthos 1998. 

With the text move Black takes mat¬ 
ters into his own hands. 

24 Bxc 3 Sbl+ 25 &f2 

Not 25 ^h2? 1+ 26 &ql Wh4+ and 

Black wins. 

25.. .®f5 26 Ag4 


AfteT 26 Wc8 Bb8 Black is better. 

26...Wh4+ 

Another way is 26...We7 27 Wc8+ 
&g7 28 We8 Wh4+ 29 g3 £)xg3 30 Bxg3 
Sb2+ 31 i.e2 Sb3 32 .&f3 Sb2+ with a 
draw. 

27 g3 We7 28 Wc8+ &g7 29 We8 Bb2+ 

With perpetual check. 

D22) 16..Ac4 



This is the critical continuation. Black 
fights foT the initiative and an unusual 
position anses. 

17 exf6 

This is almost invariably played, but 
17 b4!? is quite tTicky. Some possibili¬ 
ties: 

a) 17...£}xe3 18 bxa5 £lxdl 19 Saxdl 
dxe5 20 fxe5 *5^d7 21 4lxb5 (Black holds 
on afteT 21 d6 Bad8 22 4lxb5 a6 23 £>c7 
Sxe5 24 £)xa6 Sxel+ 25 Bxel Jtc3 with 
equality - Stoica) 21...4lxe5 22 &f 2 c4 
(no better is 22...Beb8 23 Ae2 Sb7 24 d6 
c4 25 ^.xc4! £ixc4 26 d7) 23 £ic7 £)d3+ 
24 Bxd3 Bxel 25 £)xa8 Se8 26 £sc7 Bc8 
27 Bdl Sxc7 28 d6 Bd7 29 .&c6 Sd8 30 
d7 i.e5 31 ^>f3 "4f8 32 <4>e4 f6 33 ‘S’dS 


171 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


when White has a slight advantage ac¬ 
cording to Stoica, but this looks awful 
for Black. 

b) 17...cxb4 18 axb4 Wxb4 19 Ad4 
(this is the point of White’s play: he 
supports both his knight and the e5- 
pawn) 19...dxe5 20 fxe5 £sd7 21 Bbl 
(Black has compensation foT the ex¬ 
change afteT 21 d6 <5jcxe5 22 Axa8 
Bxa8) and here: 

bl) 21...£>b2 22 <£sa2 Wc4 23 Sxb2! 
(23 Axb 2 £sxe5 24 Axes Axes is less 
clear) 23...£sxe5 24 Axes Bxe5 25 Sbe2 
Bae8 26 d6 and White is clearly better. 

b 2 ) 21 ...Wf 8 22 e6 <£>de5 23 £>xb5 
ftxf3+ (bad is 23...fxe6 24 Sfl!, but 

23.. .a61? 24 <2 jc 7 <£>xf3+ 25 gxf3 Wd6 26 
<£\xa8 Wg3+ 27 &fl ®xh3+ 28 Se2, with 
a mess, is possible) 24 Wxf3 (if 24 gxf3 
fxe6) 24... Axd4+ 25 <5jxd4 fxe6 26 Wxf8+ 
2xf8 and White is somewhat better, 
although Black held afteT 27 2xe6 2fd8 
28 2cl <5jb6 29 d6 2ac8 30 2c6 <4^8 31 
g4 2xc6 32 <5jxc6 2d7 33 2f6+ with a 
draw in P.Backe-O.Buessing, correspon¬ 
dence 2000. 

Of course there is room for more 
analysis and it seems that 17 b4l? is not 
a refutation of Black’s play, but it is 
good to be awaTe of this possibility. 

17.. .^xe3 18 2xe3 2xe3 19fxg7 2ae8 

Black has a Took and a pawn (assum¬ 
ing the g7-pawn falls, as we hope!) foT 
two minoT pieces. Black’s pieces aTe 
quite active and he also has a queen side 
pawn majority. However, White does 
have fouT pieces to Black’s thTee, and 
this may be mote important than 


Black’s extTa pawns in a middlegame. 
Both sides must strive foT the initiative 
because neither king is completely safe. 



20 f5 

White wastes no time trying to open 
lines towards the black king. He can also 
simply complete his development start¬ 
ing with 20 Wd2l? when Black has a few 
options: 

a) With 20...f5 Black takes the oppor¬ 
tunity to block the kingside: 21 2fl 
(VaisseT suggests 21 &f2 with the idea 

21.. .23e7 22 g4l, but Black can instead 
play 21 ... 1 f b 6 22 Wxe3 2xe3 23 &xe3 
c4+ 24 < 4’e2 &xq7 with an uncleaT posi¬ 
tion) 21... ( S , xg7 (21 ...a6 Teaches variation 
‘b’) 22 g4 b4 23 £sdl 2b3 (worse is 

23.. .23e7 24 gxf5 gxf5 25 Ah5 with 
good attacking chances foT White) 24 
gxf5 Wa4! 25 fxg6 bxa3 26 bxa3 hxg6 27 
£sb2 Hd 5 28 f5 2xb2 29 Wg5 Bbl 30 
Wxg6+ <^h8 31 Wh5+ with a dTaw in 
N.Shchebenyuk-M. Bocheva, correspon¬ 
dence 2007. 

b) 20 ...a6!? 21 Bfl f 5 22 g4 Wd8 23 
a4 (theTe’s also 23 gxf5!?, while Stoica 
recommends 23 £sdl S3e7 24 b4 when 
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Black should play 24...C4, because 25 
gxf5 gxf5 26 JLh5? loses to 26...Exg7+ 27 
®h2 Wh4) 23...Wh4 24 ^g2 b4 25 £\dl 
fxg4 26 hxg4 Sxf3 27 Sxf3 Wxg4+ 28 
4f 2 Wh4+ 29 i > g2 Wg4+ and this time 
Black delivered perpetual check in 
M.Gluzmari-J.ATizmeridi MaTtinez, Bled 
Olympiad 2002. 

c) 20...b4 arid now: 

cl) 21 £}dl allows an awkward 
check, but Black cannot make much use 
of it: 21..JSel+ 22 < S’h2 Wa6 23 f5 ‘S’xgy 
24 Well? Wb6 (ot 24...S8e3 25 axb4 Wfl 
26 Sa3!) 25 Wf4 f6 26 fxg6 hxg6 27 Scl 
looks a bit better foT White. 

c 2 ) 21 £\e 2 Wa6 22 £\g3 bxa3 23 
Sxa3 Sxa3 24 bxa3 Wxa3 25 £te4 Wal+ 
26 &h2 Sd8 27 Wf2 &xg7 28 Wh4 f6 29 
®g4 f5 30 #g5 fxe4? (betteT is 30..J2f8 
31 4ixd6 Wf6 32 <£\c 4 Sb8 with chances 
foT both sides) 31 We7+! ‘S’hB 32 g4 
'§/a2+ 33 ^3 exf3 1-0 was J.Elbilia- 
V.Doncea, French League 2008. 



20...b4 

This is the most popular choice by 
faT, so we will take it as the main line. 
However, the alternatives aTe also woTth 


consideration and I suspect lines ‘c’ and 
'd' offeT Black the best chances: 

a) ‘Winning’ the queen with 

20.. .Eel+ is supposed to be bad, but this 
move has not been Tefuted: 21 Wxel 
Exel+ 22 Bxel gxf5 23 Se7 (Black also 
dTew afteT 23 Se2 <S>xg7 24 &fl b4 25 
axb4 cxb4 26 <£sdl Wal in A.Sanchez 
Rodenas-A.Civitillo, correspondence 
2007) 23 ...b4 24 axb4cxb4 25 £idl Wc5+ 
26 &h 2 < S , xg7 27 ±h5 Wxd5 28 lxa7 
®e5+ 29 'i’hl #el+ and Vi-Vi was 
M.MoTss-B.Jones, correspondence 2007. 

b) The little move 20...a6 is very use¬ 
ful, if indeed Black has time for it. AfteT 
21 Wd2 (instead 21 f6? Wd8 22 fte4 
S8xe4 23 ^.xe4 Wxf6 24 J.C2 Wxb2 was 
just winning foT Black in J.SeguTa Ariza- 
J.MoTeno Camera, Ayamonte 2002) 

21.. .Wd8 (maybe Black should try 

21.. .gxf5l?) 22 Hfl (not 22 £\e4?! l3xe4 
23 i-xe4 Sxe4 24 Sfl when 24...Wf6 
favoured Black in A.McDonagh-D.Flude, 
correspondence 2006, while 24...gxf5 25 
flxf5 We7 ot 24..‘4 > xg7 may be even 
stronger) 22...&xg7 23 Ag4! S8e5 24 
Wf2 White had the initiative in 
C.Philippart-F.Raimbault, correspon¬ 
dence 2006. 

c) 20... ( S > xg7!? is untried in practice, 

but it looks quite good. Glek gave 21 f6+ 
(?) 21...&xf6 22 £te4+ &g7 (afteT 

22.. .13.e4 23 i.xe4 Sxe4 24 If 3+ ‘A’eS 
Glek suggests 25 b4l? with compensa¬ 
tion; of course this looks risky foT Black, 
but I do not see any refutation) 23 Wc2 
with the ideas of 4id6 ot &f2, trapping 
the Took. However, Black can simply play 
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23...fiel+ 24 Sxel Wxel+ 25 < 4'h2 We3 
when White cannot take on d6 and 
Black is much better. 

d) 20...gxf5l? is a radical solution, but 
it makes sense. Black is well centralized, 
so he just takes the pawn. Of course 
opening up the kingside is not without 
risk. 



AfteT 21 #d2 b4 (bad is 21...C4?! 22 
Sfl, but 21...a6!? is possible) 22 4ie2 c4 
23 £ig3 c3 24 bxc3 bxc3 White has tTied: 

dl) 25 Wf2 Wb6 26 ib2 Wd4 (also 
possible is 26...Wb2!?) 27 4ih5 Sc8 28 
ficl We5+ 29 Wg3 c2 30 Wxe5 was 
S.Emst-A.Baldus, Vlissingen 2001. Now 

30.. .5xe5! would give Black his share of 
the play in a double-edged ending. 

d2) 25 Wc2 Wb6 26 <&h2 Sel (but not 

26.. Mb2?\ 27 Sa2 Wb6? 28 £>xf5 which 
was winning foT White in A.VaisseT- 
J.YTjola, Helsinki 1991) 27 Sxel Sxel 
with uncleaT play in K.MeyeT-A.Baldus, 
correspondence 1998. 

21 axb4 Wxb4 22 I'd 2 

White can also exchange pawns 
immediately with 22 fxg6 hxg6 23 Wd2, 
but Black could then consider 23 ...Wf4!? 


(23 ...Wh4 is the main line) 24 Sfl 'A’xgy 
25 £>dl S3e4 26 #c3+ Sd4 and here a 
draw was agreed in this unclear but 
balanced position in J.MeTcadal Bene- 
jam-F.SeTes, correspondence 1997. 



22.. .Wh4 

Here too 22...W4!? is possible. AfteT 
23 Sfl gxf5!? (not 23...'i r xf5? 24 Ae4) 24 
J.g4?! (24 4ib5 is a betteT tTy) 2A-MdA 
Black won material in R.Rain- 
U.Mesquita, correspondence 2005. 

23 fxg6 

Another idea is 23 Sfl gxf5 24 4ib5 
We7 25 4ia3!?, but instead of 23...gxf5, 
Black could try 23...Sel!?. 

23.. .hxg6 24 4Mb 5! 

This active move has scored well foT 
White in some correspondence games, 
but the latest evidence suggests that 
Black can hold the position. 

The alternatives do not impress: 

a) 24 Sxa7? Sxf3 25 gxf3 Wg3+ 26 
<4f l Wxf3+ 27 ■A’gl Wg3+ 28 <4fl l , xh3+ 
29 ‘S’gl Wg3+ 30 ^f 1 Se3 wins foT Black. 

b) 24 Sa4 Wg3 (ot 24...C4!?) 25 fte 2 
We5 gives Black good play. 

c) 24 Sfl a6! 25 4idl (Black was also 
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doing well after 25 Wf2 Wd4 26 ‘S’hl 
fi3e5 27 Wxd4 cxd4 28 £>dl d3 in 
V.Malinin-M. Blokh, correspondence 
1993) 25 ...S3e5 26 <5tf2 f5! with a good 
game foT Black in H.Banikas-J.GallagheT, 
French League 2001. 



24...Sxf3! 

This looks best, even though Black 
will be playing foT a draw. Alternatives. 

a) 24-S8e7 25 flfl Wf4 26 <£ia3 Wh4 
27 #f2 Wf4 28 icg4 Wxf2+ 29 &xf2 
l3e4 30 Scl f5 31 ±f3 Sd4 32 <?Jc4 and 
White was better in R.Rain-D.Hemandez 
Molina, correspondence 2005. 

b) 24...S8e5 25 flfl #g5 26 #f2 Sf5 
27 ‘i’hl #e7 28 #d2 Sfe5 29 <5^a3 Wh4 
30 Wf2 Wxf2 31 Bxf 2 fiel+ 32 &h2 fie7 
33 <£)c4 Sd7 34 Sc2 gave Rain a similar 
advantage in R.Rain-J.Diani, correspon¬ 
dence 2008. 

c) 24...'i f g3 25 Sfl &xg7 26 <£ixa7 
Bel 27 £)b5 Bxf 1+ 28 ‘S’xfl Ba8 29 JLdl 
Bal 30 Wc3+ Wxc3 31 £)xc3 and having 
exchanged rooks, this ending looks ten¬ 


able foT Black, but White eventually 
squeezed out a win in J.Meroadal Bene- 
jam-W.Nitsche, correspondence 1997. 

25 gxf 3 Be5 26 f4 

Better than 26 &h2 Sh5 27 Wg2 
Wf4+ 28 ‘S’hl Sxd5. Now Black initiates 
a faiTly forced sequence: 

26...'tg3+ 27 Wg 2 Wxf4 28 Bfl We3+ 29 
4>hl Sg5 30 Wf3 Wxf3+ 31 Sxf3 Sxd5 
32 Bf6 



32.. .Bd3 

32...Bdl+ 33 &g2 Sd2+ 34 ^3 d5 35 
£)d6 &xq7 36 Bxf7+ ‘S’he 37 Bxa7 Sxb 2 
also looks tenable. 

33&g2 

Ot 33 £sxd6 Bxh3+ 34 ^g2 Sb3 35 
Sxf7 Sxb2+ 36 *f3 Sd2 37 Sd7 Bd4 
and White cannot make progress. 

33.. .*xg7 34 Sf3 Sd 2 + 35 Sf 2 Bd3 36 
<&xa7 f5 37 £ic 6 &f6 38 b4 g5 39 b5 Sb3 
40 Bd2 ie6 41 £>d8+ 

And White finally gave up the draw 
in J.Meroadal Benejam-S.Khlusevich, 
correspondence 2000. 
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Four Pawns Attack, Other Lines 


1 d4 if6 2 c4 g6 3 £sc3 ig7 4 e4 d6 5 f4 
0-0 6 £lf3 c5 



In this chapter we look at the lines 
where White avoids the main line 7 d5 
e6 8 Ae 2 exd5 9 cxd5. 

A: 7 i.e2 

B: 7 dxc5 

C: 7 d5 e6 8 dxe6 

D: 7 d 5 e6 8 JLe 2 exd5 9 e5 

E; 7 d 5 e6 8 i.e 2 exd5 9 exdS 

Lines B and C aTe the most danger¬ 


ous and they were both recommended 
by Glenn FleaT in Dangerous Weapons: 
The King’s Indian. Lines A and E aTe not 
very threatening if Black is well pre¬ 
pared, while D is probably just bad for 
White. 

I should also note that Line B can be 
avoided by playing 5...C5 (instead of 
5...0-0), because 6 dxc5 'tt'aS 7 i-d3 can 
be met by 7...£>fd7l (7...Wxc5 would 
head back into Line B), as FleaT points 
out. AfteT 8 &d2 £>xc5 9 &-C2 <£)c6 White 
has: 
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a) 10 ±g4 11 £id5 Wd8 12 JLc3 

.&xc3+ 13 ^xc3 e5! gave Black a fine 
position in G.Flear-R.Damaso, Ciudad 
Real 2004. 

b) 10 £)d5 Wd8 11 b4l? (11 ±c3 
AxcS+ 12 £sxc3 0-0 is at least equal foT 
Black) has scored well for White, al¬ 
though Black should be okay after 

11.. .£id7 with the idea of ...£ib6. 

I have decided to coveT Line B any¬ 
way, howeveT, as foT some Teason I find 

5 .. .0-0 more principled (even if it could 
be argued it is not as good!), and I think 
it is useful to understand the positions 
that arise afteTthe exchange on c5. 

A) 7 ice2 



White ‘forgets’ to play 7 d5. This line 
leads to a Maroczy Bind where White 
has played f2-f4 very eaTly. This ap¬ 
proach was advocated by Tim TayloT in 
Beating the King’s Indian and Griinfeld. 
It is a solid line foT White and does con¬ 
tain some venom, but it should not be 
too dangerous foT Black if he under¬ 
stands the positions that arise. 

7...cxd4 


Instead 7..~&g4 would be woTth con¬ 
sidering if White just transposed to the 
main lines with 8 d5 e6 9 0-0 exd5 10 
cxd5, but both 10 exd5 and especially 9 
dxe6! would have to be considered. 
8^xd4 



8...£ic6 

This is the natural move, but Black 
can also consider 8...4^a6!? to stir up 
some trouble. The knight will head to c5 
to attack the e4-pawn which can no 
longer be defended with the natural f2- 
f3. White has: 

a) 9 0-0 £ic5 10 ±f3 Wb6 11 e5 dxe5 
12 fxe5 4te6 (this was not mentioned by 
TayloT, who only gives 12...£>fd7 13 £id5 
Wd8 14 i.g5 Se8 15 4ib3 ^e6 16 ±h4 
Jcxe5 17 We2 when White had compen¬ 
sation foT the pawn in A.BisguieT- 
P.Hummel, Los Angeles 1996) 13 .&e3 
(not 13 exf6? jLxf6) 13...^d7 14 ^d5 
Wd8 15 ^.g4? (better is 15 £ixe6 fxe6 16 
4 }c 3 <£)xe5 when White has enough foT 
the pawn, but no more) 15...^xe5 16 
iLxe6 iLxe6 17 £ixe6 fxe6 18 J3xf8+ 
i.xf8 19 i.d4? 4^c6 0-1 W.Heinrich- 
A.SchwaTz, correspondence 1997. 
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b) 9 -&e3 £sc 5 10 JLf3 .&h6!? leads to 
complicated play: 

bl) 11 £}c 2 e5 12 fxe5 (12 f5 icxe3 13 
£sxe3 a5 is unclear) 12...Jk.xe3 13 £sxe3 
dxe5 is fine for Black. 

b 2 ) 11 £sb3 e5 12 £sxc5 exf4 13 J.f 2 
dxc5 14 icxc5 (White goes foT material, 
as 14 Wxd8 Sxd8 15 icxc5 icg7 gives 
Black good play) 14...£sd7! (not 14...Se8? 
15 Wxd8 Sxd8 16 Ae7) 15 i.xf8 Wh4+16 
&d2 i.xf8 and Black had a strong attack, 
G.StahlbeTg-L.Stein, Yerevan 1965. 

b3) 110-0 e5 12 £idb5 £se6 13 Wxd6 
a6! 14 icb6 Wd7 is unclear: foT example, 
15 Wa3 (or 15 £sd5 ^xd5 16 Wxd7 
£}xb6! 17 We7 axb5 18 f5 icg5 19 Wb4 
£id4 20 c5?! <£ic4 21 b3? i.d 2 0-1 
P.Stokstad-A.Lesiege, Parthenay 1992) 
1S..Mc6 16 c5 i.xf4 17 b4 axb5l? 18 
Wxa8 £sd4 19 a4 i.g4 with a mess in 
J.Wallner-L.Scheidig, correspondence 
2006, and here 19...We6 20 axb5 ^c4 is 
also possible. 

9^.e3 

Instead 9 £sc2 is well met by 9...£sd7l. 
This is the typical response to 9 £sc2 in 
the Accelerated Dragon where White 
has played 0-0 instead of f4 and here it 
is even stronger: 

a) 10 Ad2?! £sc 5 11 0-0 (11 Af3? 
£sd3+) 11...±xc3 12 Jlxc3 ®xe4 13 iLel 
Wb6+ 14 ‘S’hl Wxb2 and White does not 
have enough foT two pawns. 

b) 10 0-0 £sc 5 11 -&f3 .&XC3!? (ll...f5 
and ll...^.e6 aTe good alternatives) 12 
bxc3 Wa5 with ideas like ...Ae6 and 
...Wa4 gives Black good play against 
White’s doubled pawns. 



This position could also arise from 
an Accelerated Dragon: 1 e4 c5 2 £sf3 
£sc6 3 d4 cxd4 4 4ixd4 g6 5 c4 iig7 6 
ile3 £lf6 7 £sc3 0-0 8 Ae 2 d6 if White 
now played 9 f4 instead of the standard 
and more flexible 9 0-0. 

9...Ad7 

Black chooses to play a positional 
middlegame. He also has a couple of 
ways to force simplification. These con¬ 
tinuations aTe sound enough, but they 
aTe not very enterprising.- 

a) 9...£sg4 10 JLxg4 J.xd4 11 Jb<d4 
jLxg4 12 Wxg4 (afteT 12 Wd2 £sxd4 13 
Wxd4 e5! 14 fxe5 Wh4+ White should 
avoid 15 g3 dxe5 16 Wxe5 Wh3 when 
Black has the initiative, and instead play 
15 Wf2 Wxf 2 + 16 &xf2 dxe5 17 Sad 
Sad8 18 £sd5 Ae6 19 Shdl f5 20 exf5 
gxf5 with an equal ending in 
W.Uhlmann-R.Fischer, Leipzig Olympiad 
I960) 12...£sxd4 13 Wdl and White is a 
little better afteT both 13 ...e5 14 0-0 2c8 
15 b3 and 13...£sc6 14 0-0 Wb6+ 15 Sf2 
Wc5 16 b3. 

b) 9...^.g4 10 £)xc6 (instead 10 Jk.xg4 
£sxg411 ®xg4 £sxd4 12 #dl <£ic6 is fine 
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for Black: for example, 13 Scl Wa5 14 a3 
Wa6! 15 We2 Sac8 with counteTplay in 
H.Heemsoth-ChTistensen, correspon¬ 
dence 1965) 10...1xe2 11 £sxd8 Ixdl 
12 Sxdl (not 12 £>xb7? Ic2) l2...Sfxd8 
I3&e2. 



The endgame looks safe enough, but 
in reality Black must be careful: 

bl) 13...£>d7 14 i.d4 Ixd4 15 Sxd4 
leaves White with a small but pleasant 
edge because of his space advantage. 

b2) 13...^g4 14 ld4 e5 (afteT 
14...ixd4 15 Sxd4 the black knight may 
as well have gone to d7) 15 fxe5 dxe5 16 
lc5? Sdc8 17 la3 Sxc4 18 Sd7 was 
Penttinen-Tuominen, correspondence 
1991. Here I8...£yf6 is just good foT 
Black: foT example, 19 Sxb7 £sxe4 20 
i’dB? Sxc3+ 21 bxc3 4if2+. HoweveT, 
Taylor's suggestion 16 ie3 £sxe3 17 
&xe3 Sd4 18 b3 f5 19 exf5 gxf5 20 ftd5 
gives White an edge. 

b3) 13...Sdc8 14 c5! (instead 14 b3 b5 
gives Black counteTplay) and now: 

b3l) 14...dxc5 15 e5 £>g4 16 Sd7 
wins back the pawn and maintains 
some advantage. 


b32) 14...^e8 15 cxd6 £>xd6 16 e5 
£sc4 17 Sd7 4ixb2 (Black had big prob¬ 
lems afteT 17...£sxe3 18 '^xe3 b5 19 
Shdl e6 20Sb7 in W.MaTtz-P.Smith, US 
Championship, VentuTa 1971) 18 Sbl 
(18 Scl! looks even stronger) I8...fixc3 
19 Sxb2 b6 20 Sxe7 and again White 
was better in J.Pribyl-H.WesteTinen, Tal¬ 
linn 1973. 

b33) 14...^g4 15 cxd6 (not 15 £>d5 
£>xe3 16 &xe3 Sxc5 17 £>xe7+ 8 18 

£sd5 lxb2 when Black was better in 
F. East wood-J .Suto, correspondence 

1998, as 19 Bbl is just met by 19...flc2) 
15...£*xe3 16 &xe3 exd6 17 £id5 with an 
edge foT White in B.Malich-L.Stein, Ber¬ 
lin 1962, and S.Marjanovic-V.loTda- 
chescu, Bucharest 2000. Although Black 
managed to draw both these games, the 
endgame is clearly unpleasant. 

10 0-0 £sxd4 

This is a standard operation in the 
Maraczy Bind. Exchanges give Black 
more room foT his pieces and he also 
prepares to offeT an exchange of daTk- 
squaTed bishops. 

Ill.xd4i.c6 12 If 3 
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12.. .35 

This is another standard move in the 
MaToczy. Black intends ...4ki7 and there¬ 
fore secures the c5-squaTe. Black can 
also play the immediate I2...ftd7 13 
itxg7 < S > xg7 which is likely to transpose 
to the main line afteT 14 ibl a5 15 b3, 
as 14 b4? fails to 14...Wb6+. Instead 14 
Wd4+ ^g8 (l4-f6 15 i’hl Wb6 16 Wd2 
a5 17 ®d5! i.xd5 18 exd5 Wb4 19 We 2 
looks good foT White) 15 i’hl a5 trans¬ 
poses to note ‘c’ to White’s 13th move, 
below. 

13 b3 

Now White can meet ...a4 with b3- 
b4. There aTe several otheT options: 

a) 13 c5 dxc5 was drawn here in 
W.Martz-T.Petrosian, Lone Pine 1976. 
AfteT 14 icxc5 Wc7 the position is level, 
though dull. This might be an argument 
foT preferring I2...ftd7. 

b) 13 £sd5 £sd7 14 i.xg7 i’xg7 15 
Wd4+ can be met with 15...e5l? (I5...f6 
and lS-.^gS aTe also possible), and 
Black gets the e5-squaTe f ot his knight. If 
16 c6 i.xd5 17 exd5 (ot 17 Wxd5 £sxf3 

18 Sxf3 dxc 5 19 Wxc 5 Sc8), then 

17.. .Wf61. 

c) 13 i>hl ®d7 14 i.xg7 < S>xg7 15 
Wd4+ f6 (ot 15../i/g8) 16 ±g4 Wb6 17 
Wd2 £}c5 is level. AfteT 18 £\d5?l <£sxe4! 

19 £sxb6 £sxd2 20 Sfel Sae8 21 i.e6 f 5 
Black was up a healthy pawn in 
R.MaTszalek-A.Sznapik, Warsaw 1979. 

d) 13 We 2 l? e5 (I3...£sd7 14 e5l?) 14 
iie3 (14 fxe5 £sd7l) 14...exf4 15 JLxf4 
Se8 16 Sadi <£sxe4l 17 ®xe4 f5 18 Sxd6 
Wc8 and Black had no problems in 


D.White-W. BTandhoTst, correspondence 
2007. 

e) 13 Sf2 a4 (this looks to take ad¬ 
vantage of White’s omission of b2-b3, 
but 13...®d7 was entirely possible) 14 
b4 (ot 14 Wd2 £sd7 15 Axg7 i’xgy with 
a level game in A.Kapetanovic- 
M.PetuTsson, New York 1987) 14...axb3 
15 axb3 Sxal 16 Wxal e5l (Black again 
finds a way to get the e5-squaTe foT his 
pieces) 17 fxe5 ®d7 18 <£ld5 ^.xe5 19 
JLxeS <£sxe5 and Black had a good posi¬ 
tion in M.Avotins-C.MokTys, correspon¬ 
dence 2006. 

13...^d7 14 i.xg7 v?xg7 



15'i’hl 

White wants to keep queens on the 
board. Instead 15 Wd4+ f6 (after 

15.. .1’g8 16 e5l? dxe5 17 fxe5 Wb6 18 
Wxb6 <£sxb6 19 icxc6 bxc6 Black can 
only hope to make a draw) 16 Sad 2e8 
(Black could also play the immediate 

16.. .Wb6) 17 Sfdl Wb6 18 Wxb6 <£xb6 
19 ®d5 i.xd5 20 exd5 ®d7 was equal in 
W.Kund-M.Dos Santos, correspondence 
2006. Without queens on the board, 
Black can easily guard the e7-pawn with 
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his king and his knight is a least as 
strong as White’s bishop. 

15.. .Wb6 

Instead 15...Sc8 looks a bit out of 
place: 16 Bel (or 16 Ag4l? to capture 
the knight) 16 ...£ic 5 17 Wd4+ &g8 18 
£>d5 gave White a slight edge in 
M.KTasenkow-A.Evdokimov, HelsingoT 
2008, although Black went on to win. 

Black could also consider the prophy¬ 
lactic 15...'£’g8!?. 

16 Wd2 ig8 

This is sensible, but I6...<£ic5 and 

16.. .Bfe81? were alternatives. 

17 Babl 



17.. .Wc5 

From here Black seems to dnft a bit. 
Black's knight would Teally like to have 
this square, so again 17...£ic5 and 

17.. .5fe8 were possibilities. Another 
idea is 17...Wb4 to hinder White’s £ic3- 
d5. There is no Teason to feaT 18 e5 dxe5 
(ot l8...Bad8 19 exd6 4if6) 19 JLxc6 bxc6 
20 Wxd7 Wxc3 21 fxe5 e6: foT example, 
22 Sfel a4 with counteTplay. 

18 a4!? 

This is an interesting strategic idea 


that I must admit I have always been 
attracted to myself. At the cost of some 
dark squares on the queenside, White 
prevents Black's counteTplay and can 
focus on the centre and kingside. In¬ 
stead 18 4id5 JLxd5 19 exd5 a4 gives 
Black enough play. 

l8...Sfe8 

Again l8...Wb4 should be considered, 
both to stop £ic3-d5 and to prepare 
...£ic5. 

19 Bfel fiad8 

This Took does not appear to do any¬ 
thing here, but this move is haTdly bad if 
followed up coTTectly. 

20 £)d5 



20...e6 

Black’s play has been tentative, but 
even here he could secure a decent 
game with the consistent 20...e5l?, play¬ 
ing on the daTk squares. If 21 f5 icxd5 

22 exd5 (ot 22 cxd5 ®b4 with the idea 
of ...£>c5), then 22...<i > g7. 

21^c3^f6 22Sbdlh5? 

A senseless weakening. It was not 
too late to play 22...e5. 

23 Se3 e5 24 f5 ® g7 25 Sd3 
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By now White was able to combine 
play against Black’s d6-pawn and weak¬ 
ened kingside in YPelletier-N.Gurieli, 
Biel 2000. 

B) 7 dxc5 



This move also heads towards a Ma- 
roczy structure, but more pieces Temain 
on the board than in Line A. As men¬ 
tioned at the beginning of the chapter, 
Black can avoid this line with 5...C5, but I 
do not think it is necessary to do so. 

7.. .Wa5 8 ±d3 

White should avoid 8 cxd6? Sixe4 9 
dxe7 Se8 10 Jtd2 Sixc3. Instead 8 JLd2 
Wxc5 9 b4 is sometimes played by play¬ 
ers looking foT a day off. Now 9-Wxb4 
10 Sia4 Wa3 11 iccl Wb 4 + 12 icd 2 is a 
dTaw,but Black is justified in playing for 
more with 9...Wb6! when White already 
looks a bit overextended: 

a) 10 e5?l is Teally pushing it: 

10.. .dxe5 11 fxe5 Sig4 12 We 2 We6! (af¬ 
ter 12...Sic6 13 Sid5 Wd8 14 O-O-Ol? is 
not so clear) 13 Sid5 Sixes 14 0-0-0 
(White will be cmshed after 14 ‘Sic7? 
Sid3+ 15 ‘S’dl Wd7 16 Wxd3 Wxc7, while 


Ehlvest suggested White try 14 Sixes 
ilxe5 15 0-0-0 Sic6 16 Sel, but Black is 
winning after 16...Wd6: for example, 17 
b5 Wa3+ 18 ‘i’dl <Sid4 when 19 Wxe5 
Wa4+ mates) 14...Sibc6 and Black was a 
pawn up in H.Hamdouchi-J.Ehlvest, Lu¬ 
cerne 1989. 

b) 10 JLd3 Sic6 11 Sia4 (after 11 a3 
a5 12 b5 Sig4! 13 We 2 <Sid4 14 Sixd4 
icxd4 Black is betteT and 15 Sid5 Wc5 16 
Sixe7+ loses material after I6... < 4 > g7 17 
Jla2 Sif2 18 SLfl icg4) ll...Wd8 (instead 
Bologan’s ll...Wc7 12 Scl Jk.g4 13 h3 
Axf3 14 Wxf3 e5 could be met with 15 
f5!) 12 0-0 a5 gives Black good counter¬ 
play: for example, 13 bxa5 (if 13 b5 
Sib4) 13...Sixa5 14 Sbl Sic61? 15 Wb3 
±g4 16 Sib6 Sa7 17 i.e3 ±xf3 18 gxf3 
(18 Sxf3 Sig4) l8...Sih5 with good play 
in G.Castellet Giralt-Z.Lanka, Olot 1993. 
8„.Wxc5 



9 We2 

White prepares to play ile3 so that 
he can get castled. 

9...Sic6 

Instead 9..~&g4 could be played first. 
Then 10 JLe3 Wa5 11 0-0 (or 11 flcl 
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4k6) 11...4k6 transposes to the main 
line. 

10.&e3 ®a5 



The position strongly Tesembles the 
Austrian Attack in the PiTC (l e4 d6 2 d4 
£)f6 3 £>c 3 g6 4 f4 &g7 5 £>f3 c5 6 dxc5 
Va5 7 -&d3 Wxc5 8 We 2 0-0 9 -&e3 Wa5), 
but here White’s c-pawn is on c4 TatheT 
than c2. Thus White has gTeateT control 
of d5, but he cannot control d4 with a 
pawn and the b3- and b4-squaTes aTe 
slightly weakened. The advance of the c- 
pawn has also cost a tempo, although 
here the b2-pawn is defended by 
White’s queen. 

110-0 

This is the most-common move, but 
playing 11 Hcl instead would limit 
Black’s options. Then ll...Jtg4 12 0-0 
£>d7 would transpose back to the main 
line. 

11.. JLg4 

Here Black could also consider 

11.. .^g4!? 12 £d 2 Wb6+ 13 &hl Wxb 2 
when both 14 Sabi and 14 <£)b5!? lead 
to complications. I do not think Black 
should botheT with any of this, howeveT, 


especially as White can avoid it all with 
12 Bel. 

12 Sad 

Instead 12 Wf2 £xf3 13 gxf3 £>d7 14 
Sacl again transposes back to the main 
line, while Black is doing well afteT 12 a3 
£)d7 13 b4 Wd8 14 Sacl a5 15 b5 £>d4. 
Forcing the exchange on f3 with 12 h 3 
looks like a conceptual enoT, but Black 
should not take it too lightly. AfteT 

12...Jb<f3 theTeis: 

a) 13 gxf3 is certainly wrong, as 

13 ...4id7 (13...<S^h 5 ! ? is possible too) 
leaves Black a tempo up, plus the pawn 
is worse on h3 than it is on h2. 

b) 13 Sxf3 <£id7 14 Wd2 <5^c5 is com¬ 
fortable foT Black, as White is not so well 
coordinated. 



Then 15 Scl Jbcc3!? 16 Wxc3 £ixd3 
17 ®xd3 Wxa2 left White with some 
compensation foT the pawn in B.Malich- 
G.TTingov, Siegen Olympiad 1970, al¬ 
though Black lateT won. 

c) 13 ®xf3 <£)d7 14 Sacl £>c5 (Black 
has also had some success with the 
pawn grab 14...^.xc3l? 15 Sxc3 Wxa 2 ; 
this idea is also considered in the notes 
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to White’s 14th move, below) 15 ii-bl 
4ja4 (this thematic move is not strictly 
necessary as White cannot attack very 
easily on the king side, so Black should 
considered the typical Maraczy moves 

15.. .5ac8 and 15 ...a6) 16 <£>xa4Wxa4 17 
b3 Wa5 (ly.-.WaSl? intends ...a5-a4 and 
18 c5?l is well met by I8...£>d4, but 18 
Wf2 a5?l 19 c5 gives White an advan¬ 
tage), and now 18 h4 Jtd4 19 Scdl Wc5 
20 S.f2 a5 gave Black counteTplay in 
A.SummeTscale-R.Palliser, Port Erin 
1998. Instead 18 Scdl! covered the d4- 
squaTe and left White with a slight edge 
in E.VoTobiov-E.GoTovykh, Dagomys 
2010 . 

12.. .£>d7 



13 Wf2 

White breaks the pin, keeps the 
queen’s access to the kingside open and 
also controls the gl-a7 diagonal. Instead 
13 h3 ilxf3 14 Wxf3 transposes to varia¬ 
tion ‘c’ in the previous note, but there 
aTe a few otheT tTies, of which ‘c’ is the 
most important. 

a) 13 &hl ftc5 14 Sbl Sfc8 (ot 

14...^a4) 15 h3 Sxf3 16 gxf3 £>a4 17 


<5ixa4 Wxa4 18 h4 Wb4 19 Sf 2 Sd4 20 
Sg2 Wc5 when White had been too 
generous with tempi and Black was al¬ 
ready better in S.GiaTdelli-M.CTosa Coll, 
Ostende 2002. 

b) 13 ±bl £ic 5 14 Sfdl (14 Wf 2 S.xf3 
15 gxf3 transposes to the main line) 

14...£>a4 (Black could also try 14...a6, 
14-Sac8 or 14...£>e6) 15 4jxa4 Wxa4 
and here: 

bl) With 16 Sd3 White hopes to pes- 
teT the black queen: l6...Wa5 (a solid 
alternative is I6...b6 17 Wf2 ilxf3 18 
gxf3 Sac8 19 Sa3 1 Td4 20 Sb3 Wa5 21 
Sb5 Wa6 22 Sdl Wb7 23 b3 Wc7 24 
‘ihi e6 with chances foT both sides in 
A.Aguilo Benejam-CMoTeno CarreteTo, 
correspondence 2005) 17 Wf2 ilxf3 18 
gxf3 Sac8 19 Sb3 Wc7 (or 19...b6) 20 
icxa7 b5?l 21 Ae3 bxc4 22 Sxc4 and 
Black had nothing to show for the pawn 
in H.GTetaTsson-T.HillaTp PeTsson, Co¬ 
penhagen 1997. Instead Black could 
have played 20...£>xa7 21 Wxa7 Sb8 
with compensation foT the pawn, ot 
even 20...e5l? with uncleaT play. 

b2) 16 Sd2 was lateT tTied by GTe- 
taTsson against the same opponent. 
Here White is content with oveTprotect- 
ing the b2-pawn. AfteT I6...fiac8 17 h 3 
&xf3 18 Wxf3 ®b4 19 Wf2 White had a 
small advantage in H.GretaTsson- 
T.HillaTp PeTsson, Reykjavik 1997, al¬ 
though Black may improve with 18 ...b6 
ot even I8...b5l?. 

c) 13 ®d2 is a specialty of Garoia Pal¬ 
ermo. It is not considered to be danger¬ 
ous, but matters aTe not so simple: 
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cl) 13...Axf3 is the most common, 
but afteT 14 Exf3 £>c5 15 Abl Wb4 
(White was also a little bit better follow¬ 
ing 15 ...<£>a4 16 <£>xa4 Wxa4 17 Sf 2 in 
C.Garcia Palermo-E.Solana SuaTez, Pon- 
ferrada 1991) 16 Sf2l? (not considered 
by Bologan, even though it was played 
several times in the 1990’s; instead 16 
b3 a5 17 £\d5 Wxd 2 18 Jb<d 2 e6 19 £>c7 
£>d4 20 <5ixa8 4ixf3+ 21 gxf3 Exa8 was 
A .Jones-R. RaimbeTt, coTTespon dence 

1987, and here 22 JLe3 would preserve 
an edge, so Bologan points out 
21...Ad4+ 22 ^rfl Sxa8 with an equal 
endgame) Black has some problems: 

ell) l6...Wxc4?! 17 £>d5 ®a4 was 
played in F.BTaga-B.Belotti, Reggio 
Emilia 1991. Now 18 b4! ^d7 19 &c2 
Wa3 (if 19-.'i'xa2 20 b5) 20 b5 Hae8!? 21 
,&dl! and White has more than enough 
foT the pawn. 

cl 2 ) I6...£ia4?! 17 a3 Wb3 18 e5! 
threatens jLc2. 

cl3) I6...a5?! 17 £\d5 (ot 17 e5l? with 
the idea of 17...dxe5 18 a3) 17-®xd2 18 
Exd2 with an edge in C.GaTcia Palenno- 
G. Hernandez, BucaTamanga 1992. 


d4) l6...Sac8 17 ftd5 Wxd2 18 Sxd2 
and again the endgame favoured White 
in C.GaTcia PaleTmo-G.Llanos, TTelew 
1995. 

c2) 13...^c5 looks more accurate. Af¬ 
ter 14 JLbl, 14...icxf3 15 Exf3 trans¬ 
poses to variation ‘cl’, but Black can 
look into the alternatives: 

c 2 l) 14...^a4 15 £>xa4 Wxa4 16 h3 
Jb<f3 17 Sxf3 Wb4 18 Wxb4 £>xb4 19 
Sf2 £>c6 20 c5 dxc5 21 Jbcc5 gives White 
an edge because of the bishop-pain 
Now 21...J.d4?! 22 Jbcd4 <£>xd4 was 
played in C.GaTcia PaleTmo-A.Sorin, Ali¬ 
cante 1992, and here the simple 23 Sc7 
would give White a cleaT advantage. 

C22) 14...Sac8 15 h3 Axf3 16 Sxf3 a6 
17 Sf2 £ia4 18 <£>xa4 WxaA 19 b3 was 
J.Rotstein-W.Uhlmann, Dresden 2006. 
Endgames should favour White, but 
Black could try l9...Wa3 with the idea of 
20 c5 Sfd8. 

c23) 14...Wb4 may be best. AfteT 15 
Sf2 (afteT 15 b3 a5 Black has counteT- 
play) 15...^.xf3 16 gxf3 Wxc4l? (this is a 
sharp tTy, but Black could also play the 
typical I6...£sa4!?) 17 £>d5 Wa4 18 b3 
(White can win back the pawn and grab 
another with 18 <£>xe7+ ftxe7 19 ®xd6 
£\e6 20 Wxe7, but Black has good com¬ 
pensation afteT 20..JLd4) l8...Wa3 19 b4 
£\a4 20 b5 e6! 21 bxc6 exd5 22 cxb7 
Eab8 Black had taken over the initiative 
and White quickly fell apaTt afteT 23 
Ic7?! £>c 3 24 &c2? £>b5 and 0-1 in 
CGaTcia PaleTmo-D.FloTes, Buenos AiTes 
2001. Black attacks the Took and threat¬ 
ens ...d4. 
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Returning to 13 Wf2: 



13.. .1xf3 

Instead 13...£)c5 14 .&bl £}a4 

(I4...i2.xf3 15 gxf3 is back to tbe main 
line) 15 £sxa4 Wxa4 is also possible, but 
White may try to exploit Black’s omis¬ 
sion of ...jtxf3. A couple of possibilities: 

a) 16 b3 Was 17 flfdl (afteT 17 c5 
Jixf3, 18 Wxf3 4id4 is fine for Black and 
18 gxf3 dxc5 19 Sxc5 Wa6 is uncleaT - 
White has the bishop-paiT, but Black has 
the better pawn structure) 17....&xf3 18 
Wxf3 -&b2l? 19 Sc2 ^.a3 20 Scd2 £c5 
was fine foT Black in J.Simon-A.Volokitin, 
Southampton 2003. 

b) 16 £sd4l? gives the game an inde¬ 
pendent course: I6...£>xd4 17 Jb(d4 
Jixd4 18 Wxd4 (with the idea of 19 f5) 

18.. JLd7 looks totally level, but afteT 19 
Sc3, which has ideas like f5 and Sh3, 
Black should still take some caTe, espe¬ 
cially with his queen so faT away. 

14gxf3 

This is almost universally played, but 
14 Wxf3l? is also possible. The position 
is actually the same as that which arises 
afteT 12 h3 except the pawn is not actu¬ 


ally on h3 here. Black can play the typi¬ 
cal 14 ...£ic 5 15 iLbl and then 15 ...£)a4, 

15...Sac8 ot 15 ...a6. It is also possible to 
grab a pawn: l4..Jbcc3l? 15 Sxc3 Wxa 2 
16 ®f2 Wa5 17 g4 was V.Usachy- 
E.Kostetsky, correspondence 1985, and 
afteT 17 ...4k5 intending ...Wb4 White 
has some compensation but probably 
no more than that. 



At first the position seems easy for 
Black. He has exchanged off a minoT 
piece, has good control of the dark 
squares and has damaged White’s 
pawn structure. White has a simple 
plan though: he will play f4-f5, i’hl, 
figl and even h4-h5 to attack the black 
king side. While Black’s position is opti¬ 
cally attractive, he still must play with 
propose. 

14...£k5 15 i-bl £sa4! 

And this is the way. Black seeks fur¬ 
ther exchanges, and in doing so hopes 
to soften up White’s queenside. Now 
White can acquiesce to the exchange of 
knights to avoid losing time ot he can 
play a somewhat unnatroal retreat to 
keep pieces on the board. 
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Bl: 16 4ixa4 
B2:16 £jdl 

Bl) 16 <2ixa4 

This was Fleams recommendation, al¬ 
though Bologan considers it less critical 
than 16 <£)dl. It is haTd to say which is 
stronger, but afteT the exchange of 
knights the play is easier to understand 
-foTboth sides. 

!6...Wxa4 



17 fifdl 

This is White’s most common move. 
It seems as though the rook is headed in 
the wrong direction, but the centre is 
the centre and the rook may still join in 
a king side attack either by switching 
back to gl ot by heading to d5 and then 
g5- There aTe several alternatives: 

a) 17 &hl Wb4l (this is a typical idea; 
by provoking the advance of White’s b- 
pawn, Black creates a target foT coun- 
teTplay) 18 b3 a5 19 c5 a4 was agreed 
drawn here in G.Vallin-M.Acher, French 
League 2007- 

b) 17 h4 is very direct: 17...®b4 18 b3 


a5 (thematic, but I8...ji.h6 is also possi¬ 
ble; afteT 19 &hl e5 20 f 5 ±xe3 21 Wxe 3 
Wb6 22 Wh6 Wd8! Black was able to de¬ 
fend his king and enjoyed good daTk- 
squaTe control in G.Soppe-O.Panno, 
Buenos Abes 1999) 19 c5 .&d4l? 
(I9...dxc5 20 ±xc5 Wb5 is also okay) 20 
2c 4 (the endgame is level afteT 20 JLxd4 
Wxd4 21 Wxd4 4ixd4 22 *f 2 dxc5 23 
Sxc5 Sfc8 24 Sfcl Sxc5 25 fixc5 ®e6) 

20.. .Jbce3 21 Wxe3 Wa3 22 h5 dxc5 23 
2 xc 5 Sad8 gave Black a good position in 
C. GabTiel-R.HaT Zvi, Altensteig 1994. It is 
not so easy foT White to play f ot a king- 
side attack when the centre opens up. 

c) 17 b3 Wa3 (l7...Wa5l?) 18 c5 (in¬ 
stead 18 2ic2 a5 19 e5 a4 20 Acl Wc5 21 
iLe3 Wa3 22 iLcl was drawn in 
S.BaTTett-L.Wu, Great Yarmouth 2007, 
but Black could have played on with 

22.. McS 23 ice3 Wa5l?) I8...dxc5 19 
Axes Wxc5! 20 2xc5 ±d4 21 Sdl JLxf2+ 
22 *xf2 Sfd8 23 Scd5 e6 24 Sxd8+ 
Sxd8 25 3xd8+ 4ixd8 26 <4>e3 &f8 with 
a level ending in the well-known game 
V.Topalov-G.Kaspatov, LinaTes 1994. 



17...b6 
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This is a solid move. Black prevents 
any c4-c5 advance. Others: 

a) 17...®b4 and now: 

al) 18 b3 Sfd8 (also possible is 

18.. .a5 19 c5 Sfd8 20 cxd6 Sxd6 21 
lxd6 ®xd6 22 e5 ®e6) 19 Sd5 ®a3 20 
Scdl ,&b2? (20...b6) 21 e5l and Black 
was in trouble in G.Flear-S.Rouchouse, 
French League 2004. 

a2) 18 Sc2 avoids Black’s plan to ad¬ 
vance the a-pawn. Now I8...b6 19 Hd3 
2ac8 20 a3 ®a4 21 b3 ®a6 22 b4 was 
H.GTetaTsson-J.BalceTak, PaTdubice 
1998, when Black should play 22...®b7 
23 Jta2 2fd8 with a solid position. 

b) 17 ...Sac 8 18 b3 ®a5 19 Sd5 ®c7 
and then: 

bl) 20 ®d2 b6 21 b4 a5l takes ad¬ 
vantage of the lack of pressure on the 
b6-pawn: 22 b5 <Sb8 was J.Novak- 
K.LageTboTg, correspondence 2000, 
when Black will prepare ...<£)d7-c5. 

b2) 20 Scdl b6 21 a3 (this looks odd, 
as White could play 21 h4 <Sb4 22 figs) 

21.. 5fd8 22 h4 e6 23 Sg5 was 
V.Topalov-S.Dolmatov, Elenite 1995. 
Here Bologan suggests 23...£ie7 with 
the idea of ...d5. 

c) 17...Sfd8 and now: 

cl) 18 h4 ®b4 19 b3 (19 Sc2 could be 
tried as well) 19...a5 20 c5 a4 with typi¬ 
cal counteTplay in G.Milos-H.Peng, Gron- 
ingen 1996. 

c 2 ) 18 &hl e5l? (ot I8...®b4) 19 f5 
<5M4 20 f4 ®c6 21 fxg6 fxg6 22 ®g2 Af6 
(ot 22...^.h61?) 23 f5 ^h8 24 fxg6 2g8 
with uncleaT play. 

c3) 18 Sd3 prevents Black’s queen 


from bothering White’s queenside: 

18.. .®a5 (not I8...®b4? 19 flb3) 19 a3 
®c7 20 ^hl was H.GTetaTsson-H.Olsen, 
Gentofte 1999, and here Black should 
play 20... e5 21 fxe5 (ot 21 f5 <^d4) 

21.. .dxe5 22 2d 5 £id4 with enough 
counteTplay on the dark squares; ...<£)e6- 
f4 is one possibility. 



18 ^hl 

White can also try to do without this 
move with 18 Sd5l? ®a6 19 a3 Hac8 20 
^.d3 ®b7 21 b4 2fd8 22 ^.fl e6 23 2d2 
<£)e7 24 ficdl ®b8?! (24...®c7 would 
save a tempo oveT the game, while 

24.. .d5l? is possible as well) 25 ®h4 ®c7 
26 f5l exf5 27 i-f4 ice5 28 iLg5 Se8 29 
f4 and White crashed through in 
J.Rizzitano-M.Nillsson, Mashantucket 
2004. 

18.. .2.c8 19 h4 

AfteT 19 b3 ®a3 20 h4 Black could 
transpose to the main line with 20...<£sb4 
or play for the dark squares with 

20.. .JLh61? 21 Sgl e5 22 f5 Jbce3 23 
®xe3 < 4 > g7 with the idea of ...®c5, al¬ 
though this does look a bit risky. 

19.. .£ib4! 
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This is a good way to create counter- 
play and Black should not hesitate. In¬ 
stead 19...2c7 20 h5 21 hxg6 fxg6 
(afteT 21...hxg6 22 b3 la5 23 f5 the 
black queen is cut off) 22 b3 la5 
(22...Wa3 is still possible, but Black has 
lost time and heT pawn structure has 
been compromised) 23 Sgl &h8 24 Sg5 
gave White good attacking chances in 
I.Sokolov-Xie Jun, BTeda 1999. 

20 b3la3 2l2gl 



This was FleaT’s recommendation, 
though he stops here. In fact this had 
already been seen in practice. 

21-11)2! 22 lxb2 

White can haTdly avoid the exchange 
of queens. AfteT 22 lg3?! £ixa2 23 
&xa2 (23 Sg2? Ixb3! hits the loose 63- 
bishop) 23...1xa2 Black’s queenside play 
is faster than anything White has on the 
kingside. 

22..JLxb2 23 Icdl ? c6 24 h5 

Instead 24 Sg2 Jta3 25 h5 J.c5 (I 
would pTefeT 25... < ig7 26 f5 2g8 with 
the idea of ...JLc5) 26 iLcl 4>h8 led to a 
draw in J.MeTcadal Benejam-M.LecToq, 
correspondence 2000. 


24—&.a3 25 f5 ii.c5 26 ±xc5 bxc5 27 
hxg6 fxg6 



28 f4 

AfteT 28 fxg6 h6!? (ot even 

28.. .5xf3l? 29 gxh7+ &h8) 29 Sg3 < 4 > g7 
30 < 4 , g2 foes with the idea of ...2f6 and 
...2cf8 Black has no problems. 

28.. .^h8 29 2g5 

Instead 29 fxg6 2xf4 is good foT 
Black. 

29—gxf5 30 exf5 ^d4 31 Sg2 

If 31 b4 2f6! 32 b5 d5! Black has a 
slight initiative. 

31-a5 

Black’s strong d4-knight gave him at 
least equal chances in Y.ZimmeTman- 
I.MoTev, Lipetsk 2007. 

B2) 16 Chdl 

This move looks odd, but it should 
not be underestimated. The knight does 
not have much of a future from dl, but 
White may kick away Black’s a4-knight 
with b2-b3 ot even chase the queen 
away with a3 and b4. Black has many 
different options here, but it is not cleaT 
what the best method is. 
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16.. .e6!? 

This is a good, flexible move that also 
comes up in the analogous lines of the 
PiTc. White is not really in a position to 
put pressure on the d6-pawn, so Black 
controls some central squares and in¬ 
troduces the possibility of playing ...f5, 
which is a typical idea in the analogous 
lines of the Pirn. There aTe many alterna¬ 
tives: 

a) I6...f5 looks a little pTematuTe: 17 
exf5l (instead 17 &hl was M.Serav- 
S.Solovjov, Saint Petersburg 2006, and 
now 17...e6 transposes back to out main 
line) 17...gxf5 18 <4>hl &h8 19 Sgl e6. 
Solovjov claimed that Black was better 
here, but afteT 20 a3l White is Teady to 
not only push back the black queen, but 
he may also activate his light-squaTed 
bishop on the a2-g8 diagonal. AfteT 

20.. .5g8 21 b4 Wc7 TatheT than 22 l.a2 
a5l 23 b5 ftd8 with uncleaT play in 
P.Daus-F.Rubio Doblas, correspondence 
2005, White could play 22 iLc2 4jb6 23 
,&b3 with some advantage, as 23 ...a5 is 
not possible because the b6-knight is 
hanging. 


b) 16...£ic5 17 &hl (17 £ic3 £la4 in¬ 
vites a repetition) 17...§ac8 18 Bgl Sfe8 
19 h4 and here TatheT than 19-McT 20 
Wd 2 4je6 21 <£)c3 £sed4 22 Wf 2 Wd7 23 
Sg3 -&f6 24 'S'h2 e6 25 h5 with some 
pressure in C.GabTiel-D.HausTath, Ger¬ 
man League 1997, Black could have 
played 19...b61? 20 h5 ftb4 (a typical 
lunge) with counteTplay. 

c) I6...b5l? 17 b3 £ic 5 (I7...£)b61?) 18 
cxb5 Wxb5 19 £ic 3 Wb7?! (this leads to 
trouble; better is 19...®a5 20 e5 <£>e6) 20 
e5l Sad8 21 iLxc5 dxc5 22 ile4 Wd7 23 
Bfdl £\d4 24 ^d5 was S.Kapnisis- 
V.Kotronias, Kalamata 2005. Here 
Black’s best is probably 24..~&h6!?, al¬ 
though White has the uppeT hand afteT 
25 Sxd4l (not 25 Sxc5 fte6 26 £)f6+ 
exf6 27 Sxd7 Sxd7 with counteTplay) 
25...cxd4 26 Wh4 JLg7 27 Sc7 Wxc7 28 
£>xc7 d3 29 Wxe7 d2 30 ±c2 dlW+ 31 
jLxdl Sxdl+32 4 , g2. 

d) I6...b6 has only been played once, 
but it is a solid move and was endorsed 
by Bologan. 



Here 17 a3 (Bologan suggests White 
should play 17 f5 fiac8 18 ii.d2 Wc5 19 
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±e3 Wa5 with a repetition) 17...Wh5 18 
b4 a5 19 b5 was seen in S.Kapnisis- 
T.Gelashvili, Kavala 2007. Now Bologan 
gives 19...£)b8 20 &hl (20 JLxb6 4)xb6 
21 Wxb6 jLh6 22 We3 Wh4 wins back 
the pawn with a good position) 20...£)d7 
21 f5 4jac5 22 4jc3 e6 23 4je2 JLh6 24 
£sf4 ilxf4 25 ±xf4 £>e5 26 Sfdl 3ad8 
with an unclear position where Black’s 
chances aTe not worse. 

e) l6...Sfc8 is Fleads main line, which 
he considers unclean 



With 17 a3 (afteT 17 b3 £ic5 18 &hl 
Wb4 with the idea of ...a5 Black has 
counteTplay, but 17 ‘S’hl!? is a possibil¬ 
ity) 17 ...Wh 5 (ot 17...e6 18 b4 Wd8 19 
<£>hl a5 20 b5 £ib8 21 f5 £sd7 with un¬ 
clear play in S.Swapnil-P.Shetty, Nagpur 
2008, where Black went on to score a big 
upset) 18 b4 a5 (l8...e5l?) 19 b5 £ib8 20 
‘S’hl *hd7 21 ±d3 £sdc5 22 ±e 2 the 
bishop has made a stTange journey, but 
hopes to botheT the black queen. Black 
has several options here: 22...£\e6?l has 
been played, but this Teally seems to 
encourage White’s play. Instead 22...e6 
is possible, while Fleams suggested 


22.. .£\b2l? 23 Sc2 £\bd3 24 Wg3 f5 25 
£\c3 e6 looks fine as well. 

f) l6...Sac8 is the most popular 
move. Black keeps a rook on f8 to sup¬ 
port a possible ...f5. AfteT 17 ‘S’hl (in¬ 
stead 17 a3 has scored hoTTibly foT 
White; afteT l7...Wh5 18 b4 e5 Black has 
ideas like ...£sd4, ...^.h6 ...exf4, while 

18.. .a5 is another good option) and now 

17.. .£>c5 transposes to ‘variation b’, 
while Black also has: 



fl) 17...Wh5 18 b3 £>c5 19 Sgl £\e6 
(I9...e5l?) 20 f5 £>ed4 21 Sg3 ±h6 22 
£\c 3 .i.xe3 23 Wxe3 with the idea of f4 
and Sh3 is dangerous foT Black, as 
shown in several games of the German 
correspondence playeT Daus. 

f2) 17..-Wd8 18 Sgl e6 19 b3 £>c5 20 
£\c 3 b6 21 f5 £\e5 22 We2 Be8 23 Sg3 
£\c6 24 Wd2 was C.GabTiel-J.GallagheT, 
Swiss League 2006, and here 24...We7 
would have kept the position unclear 
f3) 17...b5l? 18 b3 £ib6 19 cxb5 Wxb5 
20 £\c3 Wa6 21 Sgl <?jb4 with counteT¬ 
play in T.NeueT-V.Dudyev, correspon¬ 
dence 2008. 

Returning to the flexible I6...e6: 
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17 *hl f5 

Black can also delay this advance 
with l7...Sad8 and then: 

a) 18 a3 Wh5 19 b4 d5l? 20 c5?! d4 21 
,&d2 d3 22 e5 was Y.Zimmerman-A.Toth, 
Budapest 1998, when 22...<£\d4 looks 
best with complicated play. 

b) 18 b3 £)c 5 (or even I8...£)c3 19 
£ixc3 ^.xc3 20 f5 ±g7) 19 Sgl b 6 (I9...f5 
20 h4!) 20 f5 £>b4l 21 Wh4 exf5 
(2l...£)xa2 22 f 6 looks too Tisky, but may 
be playable) 22 exf5 <5^cd3 23 f 6 Wf 5 ! 24 
fxg7 Wxf3+ 25 Sg 2 Sfe 8 26 icxd 3 £>xd3 
27 Sal d5! 28 &gl dxc4 29 Sg3 We 2 30 
thf 2 <^xf 2 31 ±xf 2 cxb3 32 axb3 Sd 2 33 
Wf6 fie6 34 Wf3 < 4’xg7 35 Wxe2 Sexe2 
led to a draw in A.5chTamm-M.ZeihseT, 
correspondence 2004. 

18 exf5 exf5 

The position is murky. Both sides 
have issues with theiT pawn structures, 
while White has the bishop-paiT, but his 
pieces aTe awkward. AfteT 19 a3 2fe8 20 
b4 Wd8 21 i.a2 Wf6 22 i.b3 £)b2 23 Sc2 
£)xdl 24 Sxdl i’hS Black went on to 
win a complicated game in J.Loxine- 
J.DegTaeve, German League 2008. 


C) 8 dxe6 

This move is not very natural, but it 
is not harmless and is a big favourite of 
the creative Ukrainian GTandmasteT 
ViktoT Moskalenko. 

8...fxe6 

Instead 8...iLxe6 is played some¬ 
times, but afteT 9 ^.d3 White scores very 
well. Both 9...iLg4 10 0-0 £ic6 11 h3 
Jb<f3 12 Wxf3 4^d4 13 Wf2 and 9...£ic6 
10 f5 &d7 11 0-0 £>g4 12 £id5 leave 
White with good prospects of a kingside 
initiative. 



By exchanging off his d-pawn, White 
has both given up both space and cen¬ 
tral control. In Tetum he hopes to create 
play by advancing his e- ot f-pawn. 
There may be some possibilities of put¬ 
ting pressure on Black’s d6 pawn as 
well. 

9i.d3 

White develops the bishop to an ac¬ 
tive square where it supports an f4-f5 
advance. A breakthrough with e4-e5 is 
also possible when White’s bishop will 
take aim at the black kingside. Others: 
a) White is not well enough devel- 
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oped to profit from opening the posi¬ 
tion with 9 e 5 : 9 ...dxe 5 10 Wxd 82 xd 8 11 
®xe5 (ot 11 fxe5 £ig4) ll...®fd7 12 £tf3 
(instead 12 ®xd7 i*.xd7 is level, but 
Black can also play l 2 ...iLxc 3 +!? 13 bxc3 
Hxd 7 14 ±e3 b 6 15 Sdl Sxdl+ 16 <S>xdl 
£)c 6 17 ^-d 3 ii.a 6 with good play 
against the doubled pawns, V.Karasev- 
R.Nicevski, Polanica Zdroj 1974) 12...4ic6 
13 i.e3 e5 14 0 - 0-0 £\d4 15 fxe5 £ixe5 
16 ®xd4 cxd4 17 icxd4 icg4 18 &e 2 
&xe 2 19 ®xe 2 ®xc4 20 Jtxg7 V2-V2 
J.Rasin-D.VigoTito, New Hampshire 
1991. 

b) With 9 .&e2 White hopes to create 
pressure against the d6-pawn, but this 
move is too modest to allow him to fight 
foT the initiative: 9~&c6 10 0-0 b6 11 
&hl (afteT 11 Wd3 £b7 12 f5 £ib4 13 
Wbl We8! 14 a3 £ic6 15 -&d3 £ig4 Black 
had good play in T. Camstam-T.FTanzen, 
correspondence 2005) ll....&b7 12 Ae3 
We7 13 Wd2 Sad8 14 Sael &h8 
(I4...£>g4l? looks like a better try; afteT 

15 .&gl, 15 ...i(.xc3!? is one possibility: 16 
bxc3 fta5 with uncleaT play) 15 f5 exf5 

16 exf5 gxf5 17 £g5 Wd7 18 ±d3 was 
J.Piket-J.Nunn, Wijk aan Zee 1992, and 
here Black should try I8...<£\b4!?. 

9...£>c6 10 0-0 <5id4 

Black could also maintain the ten¬ 
sion with I0...a6, intending ...b6 and 
...i.b7 ot ...i.d7. Black also stops any 
£>c3-b5 ideas and prepares a possible 
...b5. The text move is more direct, how¬ 
ever. Now White can go fishing in tacti¬ 
cal waters ot he can play a strategic 
game. We have: 



-r - • ■- i _ x .. V* v■ -• 

Cl: ll£lg5 
C2:11£>xd4 

Several otheT moves have been tTied 
as well. They aTe less critical but deserve 
attention, at the very least to under¬ 
stand some of the typical ideas f ot both 
sides. 

a) 11 JLd2 &d7 12 We 1 £\h5l? 13 
®xd4 cxd4 (I3..~&xd4+ is fine too) 14 
<£>e2 e5 15 b4 (instead 15 f5 .&c6 16 g4?l 
<£>f6 17 g5 <^xe4 18 Jtxe4 icxe4 19 f6 
JLxf6! 20 gxf6 Sxf6 21 Sxf6 Wxf6 is 
great for Black: foT example, 22 £)xd4 d5 
23 cxd5 ^.xd5 with a winning attack) 
15 ...exf4 16 4ixf4 £ixf4 17 i.xf4 ice5 18 
Wg3 We7 and Black had no problems at 
all in G.Estevez MoTales-P.Ostojic, Kec¬ 
skemet 1977. 

b) 11 Wei £\h5l? 12 £ixd4 cxd4 13 
?he2 e5 (also possible is 13....&d7 14 g4 
£tf6 15 g5 £ig4 16 Wg3 4ie3 17 -&xe3 
dxe3 with uncleaT play in E.SpyTou- 
R.Mecklenburg, Germany 1997) 14 f5 
4if6 15 fxg6 hxg6 16 ,&g5 was M.FulleT- 
G.Canfell, Melbourne 1992. Here 
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16.. .Wb6 looks best, with even chances, 
c) 11 &hi ±d7 (Black has also tried 

11.. .b6 and ll...£)h5, while ll...e5l? is 
possible as well) 12 £}g5 (12 JLd2 &c6 
13 £}g5, as in A.Yuneev-A.Fedorov, St 
Petersburg 1994, is best met with 

13.. .We7) l2...We7 13 e5 (it looks suspi¬ 
cious to begin such an operation when 
lagging in development) 13...dxe5 14 
fxe5 £>h5 15 2xf8+ (afteT the 15 g4 of 
J.PetTonic-V.PetTovic, Tivat 1995, 15.-h6! 
looks the most accurate) 15.~2xf8 16 
®xh7 (this is a common idea foT White, 
but it just does not work here) l6...Wh4l 
17 4ixf8? (preferable was 17 ilg5, but 
Black is still better afteT I7...£sg3+ 18 
&gl Wxh7 19 hxg3 &xe5) 17..~&xe5 18 
h3 Wg3 and it was Black who had a 
cmshing attack in N.Adams-M.Galyas, 
Budapest 2008. 

Cl) 11 £ig5 



This move is TatheT adventurous. 
White hopes to provoke a weakness on 
the kingside. However, White’s play ne¬ 
glects the centre and Black has worked 
out a couple of good responses. 


11.. .e5! 12 f5 h6! 13 £>h3 

Black should also be prepared foT the 
speculative 13 fxg6 hxg5 14 Jtxg5 when 
there aTe a few options: 

a) 14..~&g4 15 ±xf6 Wd7l 16 J.xg7 
^.xdl 17 Jb<f8 2xf8 18 Saxdl Wg4 19 
£sd5 ®g7 20 h3 2xfl+ 21 2xfl was 
V.TopoTov-A.Chehlov, St Petersburg 
1998. Here Bologan suggests 2l...Wxg6 
with uncleaT play. 

b) 14...ice6 15 J.xf6 (ot 15 4id5 ilxd5 
16 exd5 Wd7) 15 ..Jb<f 6 16 Wh5 We7 17 
£>d5 iLxd5 18 exd5 Wg7 19 fiael JLeJ 
was M.Genovese-A.Venni, correspon¬ 
dence 1989. White has some compensa¬ 
tion for the piece, but I pTefeT Black. 

c) 14...£}e6 15 Jixf6 Sxf6! (afteT 

15.. .1.xf6 16 Wh5 Wd7 17 2xf61? 2xf6 
18 £)d5 2f8 19 Wh4 £sf4 20 £se7+ &g7 
21 Wh7+ 4f6 White has at least a draw) 
16 Wh5 £>f417 Wh7+ ®f8 and now: 



cl) 18 £sd5 i.e6 19 £>xf6 Wxf6 20 g3 
< £>e7! 21 gxf4 2h8 was winning foT Black 
in V.Toporov-A.BTatchenko, St Peters¬ 
burg 2001. 

c2) 18 g3 We81? (Black can also take a 
dTaw with I8...£)h3+ 19 i'hl £)f2+ 20 
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'i’gl £lh 3 +) 19 gxf4 Wxg6+ 20 Wxg6 
2xg6+ 21 4>hl Ah3 22 Sf2 exf4 23 e5l? 
(Black has more than enough for the 
pawn afteT 23 Sxf4+ &e8) 23...2g4 24 
Af 5 dxe5 with complicated play. 
13...gxf5 14 exf5 



14...e4l? 

This TaTe move was recommended 
by Bologan, but it was not mentioned by 
Moskalenko. Black gets good chances 
this way and I suspect this line is one 
Teason that white players have turned 
theiT attention towards Line C2. Much 
more common is 14...b5l? which was 
made famous by the game 
Christian sen-Kasparov. White has: 

a) 15 b3?l is too passive: 15...b4 
(15...^.b7 is good too) 16 £ie4 JLxf5 17 
£ixf6+ Wxf6 18 ji.xf5 4ixf5 19 Wd5+ 
&h7 20 Ab 2 Wg6 21 Sael a5 22 £sf2 
<£\h4 23 Sdl e4 0-11.Glek-D.BaTash, cor¬ 
respondence 1986. 

b) 15 <£sxb5!? is probably White’s best 
try: 15...£)xb5 16 cxb5 d5 17 Ae3 c4 18 
Ae2 Ab7 gave Black compensation foT 
the pawn in A.Collobiano-P.Geryk, corre¬ 
spondence 2008. 


c) 15 Ae3 bxc4 16 i.xc4+ ^h8 17 
Axd4 cxd418 <Sid5 hopes foT a bind. 



However, afteT l8...JLa6! 19 4ixf61? 
(Black is in control afteT 19 Jbca6 4ixd5 
20 Wh5 £ie3 21 Sf3 d5) 19..~&xc4 20 
£)h5 i.xfl 21 #g4 Wd7 22 Sxfl d3 (both 
22...Sf7 and 22...Sac8 look good too) 23 
Wf3 (White had better chances to hold 
afteT 23 £sf 2 d2 24 £ie4 Sxf5 25 Sxf5 
dlW+ 26 Wxdl Wxf5 27 £>xd6 Wg6 28 
£ixg7 < i’xg7 29 h 3 according to Kas¬ 
parov) 23 ...d2 24 g4 2ac8 25 Wd3 Wa4 
26 £lf2 Wd4! 27 Wxd4 exd4 Black won 
the ending in LChristiansen-G. Kasparov, 
Moscow Interzonal 1982. 

15 £ixe4 icxf5 
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16 <£>xf6+ 

This leads nowhere, but Black has 
nothing to complain about afteT 16 
£shf2 £sxe4 17 £sxe4 Wd7 or 16 £sg3 
jtxd3 17 Wxd3 Wd7. 

I6...®xf6 17 icxf5 ^xf5 



18 Wd5+ 

Instead 18 g4 is well met by 
l8_.Wd4+, but 18 4^f4 is probably a bet¬ 
ter try. Black has: 

a) l8...Sae8 19 g3 (instead 19 Wd5+ 
Wf7 is a little better for Black according 
to Bologan, while 19 £)d5 Wd4+ 20 4>hl 
Wxc4 gives Black a cleaT advantage) 

19.. .We5 and White still has trouble de¬ 
veloping. 

b) l8...Wd4+ 19 '4hi? (better is 19 
Wxd4 ilxd4+ 20 ‘4hl Hae8, but Black is 
still the better developed) 19...®xdl 
(both l9...Sae8 and 19...Wxc4! look 
stronger) 20 Sxdl 2ae8 21 2bl Se4 22 
b3 £>e3 23 -&xe3 Sxe3 24 g3 -&e5 led to 
a draw in W.Pajeken-E.Chevelevitch, 
Hamburg 2002. 

18.. .2f7 19 £f4 Wd4+ 20 Wxd4 &xd4+ 
21 <4>hl i.xb2 22 Sadi Ad4 

This preserves the better chances, 


but both 22...Saf8 and 22...Se8 aTe more 
incisive. 

23 g4 ^e3 24 i.xe3 i.xe3 



The h3-knight is not looking too 
good. 

25 Sfel 

Black is also much better afteT 25 
Ixf7&xf7 26fixd6fig81. 

25.. .5e8 

I would pTefeT 25....&d4. 

26«g2 

A better choice would be 26 2xd6 
See7, although Black is still better. 

26.. .1e5 

Instead 26...Se4 27 4^3 Sd4 looks 
very strong. Black is still much better 
afteT the text, but a draw was agreed in 
T.Lampen-V.Zivkovic, Kallithea 2008. 

C2) 11 £sxd4 

Both FleaT and Moskalenko pTefeT 
this positional move. 

11.. .cxd412 £>b5 

The knight exeTts pressure on both 
of Black’s d-pawns, but if White cannot 
maintain the initiative, the knight could 
end up out of play. 
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12 ...e 5 

This move is the most natural and is 
considered best by Moskalenko. Others: 

a) 12...a6 13 £>xd4! (instead 13 £>xd6 
Wxd6 14 e5 Wc7 15 exf6 Bxf6 was faiTly 
level in V.Moskalenko-G.GTigoTe, Sol- 
sones 2004) 13 ...Wb6 14 ^.e3 £>g4 (ot 
14-Wxb2 15 fibl Wxa2 16 f5 with good 
attacking chances) 15 Wxg4 .&xd4 16 
±f2 Wxb2 17 Sadi and White’s devel¬ 
opment lead gave him a strong initia¬ 
tive in the game G.FleaT-F.Guilleux, 
Dieppe 2009- 

b) 12...4te8!? is a worthy alternative: 

13 &-d2 a6 14 £}a3 £sf6 (FleaT only gives 
14...Wh4 15 Wei Wxel 16 Haxel with a 
comfortable ending foT White in 
V.Moskalenko-I.Nataf, Salou 2004) 15 
<53c2 £>d7 (ot 15...Wb6 16 b4 e5 as given 
by Bologan; note that 17 f5?l gxf5 is 
good foT Black afteT both 18 exf5? e4 
and 18 c5 Wc6 19 exf5 b5!) 16 b4 a5 17 
Wg4 We7 18 Hael?! (better is 18 a3, al¬ 
though Black is comfortable afteT 
18 ...b6) I8...axb4 19 £>xb4 <£>c5 with an 
excellent game for Black in E.Duliba- 
R.Moll, correspondence 2007. 



13 Wb3 

White keeps the pawn tension and 
prepares to attack the d6-pawn. He has 
also tTied 13 fxe5 dxe5 14 c5 .&e6 and 
then: 

a) 15 &g5 Wd7 16 b4? (16 £>d6) 
I6... | 53xe4! exploited the loose knight in 
D.Reindennan-F.NijboeT, HaaTlem 2009- 
b) AfteT 15 Wc2 We7 16 ^.g5 h6 17 Jb<f6 
±xf6 18 Jlc4 (18 £>d6 &g7 19 ±c4 Ag4 
20 JLe2 Ae6 21 ±c4 ±g4 22 &e2 was 
drawn in J.SaTTau-B.LauTent, NamuT 
2009) 18....&XC4 19 Wxc4+ ^>g7 20 £>d6 
FleaT considers White to be better, but, 
Moskalenko thinks it is unclean White 
has a queenside pawn majority and his 
knight looks very nice, but Black may 
undermine it and he has a strong 
passed pawn himself. Now 20....&g5 21 
g3 &e3+ 22 <&g2 d3 23 b4 d2 24 We2 
Ad4 was V.Moskalenko-J.Campos Mo¬ 
reno, Ca’n Picafort 2005. Here Mos¬ 
kalenko suggests 25 Sabi!? b6 26 Wxd2 
with the idea 26...bxc5? 27 bxc5 when 
White threatens to invade on b7 ot f7, 
but the patient 26...Sab8! looks fine foT 
Black. 
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13.. .1Le6 

Instead 13...‘4 +i 8 looks too slow. 
White has: 

a) 14 n?4 £>e8 15 Ad2 a6 16 £>a3 
We7?! 17 fxe5 Sxfl+ 18 Sxfl Axe5 19 
Af4 left White better developed in 
V.Moskalenko-A.Cabrera, Ampolla 
(rapid) 2006, but 16.,.£sf6 looks satisfac¬ 
tory foT Black. 

b) 14 Wa3! is an improved version: 
foT example, 14...£te8 15 Ad2 and now 

15.. .a6 can simply be met with 16 fxe5! 
with a threatening lead in development. 



14 Wb4 £>e8 15 Ad2 

Instead Moskalenko gives 15 f5 Af7 
as uncleaT. White has gained space but 
there is no pressure on the black centre 
anymore. 

15 ...a6 16 £>a3 Sb8 

Another option is I6...b6 17 Sf3 and 
now: 

a) 17...exf4l? 18 Sxf4 (18 Axf4 g5) 

18.. 5xf4 19 Axf4 Ae5 looks solid 
enough. 

b) 17...Sa7l? 18 Safi (18 f5l?) 

18.. .5af7 19 Wa4 Ac8 20 £ic 2 Ab7 21 
£ib4 £ic7 22 Wdl £>e6 23 fxe5 Sxf3 24 


Sxf3 dxe5 25 £>d5 Axd5 26 cxd5 £>c5 27 
Ac2 b5?l (27...a5 looks like a better try) 
28 g 3 £>b7 29 Sxf8+ Axf8 30 #g4 and 
White had the initiative in 
V.Moskalenko-P.Toledano Luna, Barce¬ 
lona 2009. 

17 c5?! 

Instead 17 fxe5 dxe5 18 c5 b5l gave 
Black good play in V.Moskalenko- 
LPeTpinya Rofes, Catalonia 2003, while 
Moskalenko has suggested 17 Sf3l?. 
Here I think Black should play 17...exf4 

18 Sxf4 (18 Axf4 g5) l8...Ae5 (otheT 
possibilities aTe l8...Sxf4 19 Axf4 -*Le5 
and l8...Af7l? with the idea of ...£sc7-e6) 

19 Sxf8+ ^xf8 20 fif 1+ &g7 with a good 
position. 

17...dxc518 Wxc5 Sc8 19 Wb4 £id6 



Black’s knight is on an ideal square. 
It covers b7 and c4, pressures e4 and it 
may drop back tof7 to control e5. 

20 Sad Sxd 21 Axel b5 

Black has good play all oveT the 
board and the a3-knight had trouble 
getting into the game in A.Alonso 
Roselli-LPeTpinya Rofes, BaTbeTa del 
Valles 2007. 
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D) 7 d5 e6 8 &e2 exd5 9 e5?! 



This line is rarely played nowadays. If 
Black replies coTTectly, White probably 
cannot even equalize. 

9.. .£se4! 

AfteT 9...dxe5 10 fxe5 £sg4 11 -&g5 or 

9.. .£sfd7 10 cxd5 dxe5 11 0-0 White can 
hope to gain the initiative, but 9...£>g4l? 
is a decent alternative that was played 
by a young Kasparov. AfteT 10 cxd5 (if 10 
h3 d4 11 £se4 £)xe5! 12 fxe5 dxe5 and 
Black will be playing a ‘Fout Pawns At¬ 
tack’ himself!) 10...dxe5 11 h 3 e4 12 
hxg4 (Black is better afteT 12 4ixe4 He8!) 

12.. exf3 13 gxf3 Se8 14 f5 a critical po¬ 
sition is reached: 



a) 14...Wb6 15 -*-h6 (praised by Kas¬ 
parov, but this now looks suspicious) 

15.. .«xb2 (I5...i.xh6 16 Sxh6 Wxb2 
looks good too) 16 Jlxg7 &xg7 17 f6+ 
(according to Kasparov’s old Informant 
notes, Black has problems afteT 17 Hcl 
gxf5! 18 Sc 2 WbA- 19 Wd 2 f4 20 Wd3 f5 
21 gxf5 £sd7, but I cannot find a good 
continuation foT White) 17...'&g8 18 Wcl 
#b4l 19 ^fl £>d7 20 ±b5 Wd4 21 &g2 
Se3 22 £ie2 We5 23 &f2 lxe2+ 24 Jbce2 
£>xf6 and Black was much better in 
A.Vaisser-G.Kasparov, Moscow 1981. 

b) 14...b6 15 fxg6 fxg6 (afteT 

15.. .hxg6 16 4ie4 icxg4 17 icg5 f6 18 
Ah6 4id7 19 Wd2 White had a strong 
attack in N.Povah-J.Bohak, correspon¬ 
dence 1984) 16 &fl Jca6 17 fte4 Wd7 18 
&g2 &xe2 19 Wxe2 £>a6 was J.Fries- 
Nielsen-E.MoTtensen, EsbjeTg 1985- Here 
20 d61, as given by Konikowski and 
Soszynski, causes some problems. 

c) 14...gxf5 15 JLh6 ±xc3+ 16 bxc3 
fxg4 17 ®d3 (afteT 17 lh5 gxf3 18 4>d2 
&g4 19 -&xf3 i.xh5 20 Axh5 Wxd5+ 21 
&c2 Wf5+ 22 &b2 Konikowski and 
Soszynski give 22...Wf2+l, but 17 Wd2 
icf5 18 0-0-0 would be very unclear) 

17.. .Wf6 18 lh5 (not 18 0-0-0? Af5 19 
Wd 2 Sxe 2 , but 18 fxg4l? Axg4 19 0 - 0-0 
JSxe2 20 Hdgl seems to force a draw 
afteT lO.-.Wge 21 Sxg4 Wxg4 22 Wxe2l 
Wxe2 23 Sgl+) l8...Se5 19 Sxe5 Wxe5 
20 fxg4 (20 o-o-ol?) 20..JLxg4 was 
I.Belin-O.Kalinin, USSR 1987. Here 21 
O-O-Ol? is best, with chances foT both 
sides. 

d) 14...^d7 15 .&h6 Jbch6 16 Sxh6 
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£>e5 17 &f2 gxf5 18 Wc2 Wg5 19 Sahl 
Wf4! 20 ^>g2 (afteT 20 Sxh7 £>xg4+ 21 
^el Black has a draw with 21...Wg3+ 22 
id2 Wf4+ ot he can tTy for more with 

21.. .Wxf3l? 22 Sh8+ 4>g7 23 Slh7+ 4^6) 

20.. .£>g6 21 Sxh7 fxg4 (21...±d7 was 
suggested by RavisekhaT, but 22 d6! 
gives White unnecessary chances) 22 
fxg4 ±xg4 23 Sh8+ <4>g7 24 S8h7+ 
&g8?l 25 Sh8+ V2-V2 was R.RavisekhaT- 
P.Thipsay, Indian Championship 1983. 
However, Black could have played 
24 ...&f6! when 25 fifl Jtf5l breaks the 
pin because 26 Sxf4 £>xf4+ is check. 



10 cxd5 

White may be better off with 10 
£>xd5, but Black can still fight foT an 
advantage: 

a) 10...dxe5 is uncommon, but it is 
simple enough. AfteT 11 fxe5 £>c6 12 
Wc2 f5 13 exf6 4ixf6 Black is already 
betteT: foT example, 14 Ag5 (ot 14 0-0 
Jtf5 15 Wb3 Se8 with the initiative) 

14..~&f5 15 Wb3 Wd7 16 Sdl ^xd5 17 
Sxd5 We6 18 Sd2 4id4 19 4ixd4 cxd4 
and White was busted in G.Steffens- 
T.ZwickeT, correspondence 1988. 


b) 10...£>c6 is also good enough, but 
Black must take some care: 11 Wc2 
(Black is also a little betteT afteT 11 Ad3 
f5 12 exf6 ftxf6 13 0-0 ^xd5 14 cxd5 
£>d4 15 ^g5 i-f5) ll...f5 12 0-0 (worse is 
12 exd6 Wxd6 13 0-0 i.e6 with a big 
advantage in N.Povah-J.Howell, London 
1994) 12...dxe5 13 fxe5 £>xe5 14 JLf4 
and now: 

bl) 14...£>c6 keeps the pawn, but 
White is able to generate some activity: 
15 Sadi g5 (I5...£)d4 16 £>xd4 Axd4+ 
17 i’hl with the idea of Jtf3 is not so 
simple) 16 Ac7 We8 17 .&d3 g4 18 £>h4 
with uncleaT play in J.KTacht-P.Schmitz, 
correspondence 2009. 

b2) 14...£>xf3+ is untried but looks 
betteT. Black gives back the pawn but 
develops quickly: 15 icxf3 i.e6 16 Axe4 
(16 £>c7 Wd4+ 17 iTH Wxc4 gives Black 
good play) I6...fxe4 17 Wxe4 Axd5 18 
cxd5 Wd7 gives Black good play. The d5- 
pawn is not so dangerous and Black’s 
bishop is very strong. 

10...£>xc3 11 bxc3 £h&J\ 



White cannot support his centre. 
This idea has been known for a long 
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time and White has not been able to 
Tepair the line. 

12 0-0 

AfteT 12 e6 fxe6 (instead Black can 
play 12 ..JLxc 3+ 13 i.d2 Jbcd2+14 Wxd2 
fxe6 15 £>g5 £>b6 16 dxe6 JLxe6 17 0-0 
JLf5 18 g4 Ac 8 with two extra pawns, 
but afteT 19 Sacl We? 20 JLf 3 White has 
the initiative) 13 dxe6 £)b6 Black is just 
much better. He is ahead in develop¬ 
ment and the pawns aTe ready to fall: 14 
0-0 (instead 14 Wb3 We7 wins the pawn 
anyway, while 14 £)g5 Jixc3+ 15 Ad2 
JLd4! leaves White in a mess) 14...ibce6 
15 £>g5 ild5! and Black is a pawn up 
with the better position. 

12...dxe5 13 fxe5 ‘Sixes 



It is difficult to discern what White 
has for the pawn. 

14 i-e3 <Sixf3+ 15 ±xf3 Wd6! 16 Wd2 
&e5 17 h3 b6 18 ilh6 2e8 19 Sael Aa6 
20 JLe2 jLxe2 21 Sxe2 c4 22 fief2 Se7 
23 *hl 3ae8 24 ±g5 Hd7 25 Se2 ®xd5 

Black was up two pawns foT nothing 
in Li Zunian-F.GheoTghiu, Dubai Olym¬ 
piad 1986. This old game still shows 
ideal playfoT Black. 


E) 7 d5 e6 8 Jie 2 exd5 9 exd5 



This unnatural move is also uncom¬ 
mon. White gives up his large pawn 
centre and weakens all the squares on 
the e-file in the hope of creating an at¬ 
tack with the lone f-pawn. This line is 
another recommendation of Taylor’s. 
While White’s attacking chances should 
not be taken too lightly and this line is 
not as bad as 9 e5?l, it is TatheT inconsis¬ 
tent with the spirit of the Four Pawns 
Attack. 

9—Se8 

This is the main line and looks the 
most logical. Black takes control of the e- 
file and will seek to exchange some 
pieces, as he does have less space. There 
aTe several other options such as the 
blockading idea 9...<£>h5 10 0-0 jlxc3 11 
bxc3 f5 (which looks a bit suspicious), 
and 9-.a6 with the idea of ...b5 as advo¬ 
cated by Bologan. 

Another way foT Black to focus his 
forces along the e-file is with the imme¬ 
diate 9...±f5l? 10 0-0 £>e4 (I0...2e8 
transposes to the main line) 11 £>xe4 
Jbce4 12 £>g5 (12 ±d3 ±xd3 13 Wxd3 
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*hd7 is fine foT Black) 12...2e8 (not 

12....&f5?! 13 g4 .&c8 14 f5) and now 
White has: 



a) 13 f5 is somewhat thematic, but 
asks too much of the white position: 

13.. .1.xf5 14 -&d3 -&xd3 15 Wxd3 ±f6 16 
the 4 (instead 16 £ixf7 &xf7 17 iLg5 £>d7 

18 Sxf6+ thxf6 19 2fl does not work 
afteT 19... r ig8 20 iLxf6 Wd7, while 16 
Wf3 thd7 17 theA Ad4+ 18 &hl f5! 
leaves Black a good pawn up, because 

19 £ixd6 fails to 19...£ie5) I6....&d4+ 17 
<&hl f5! 18 £)g5 £>d7 19 £>e6 £ie5 20 
Wg3 Sxe6! 21 dxe6 lff6 22 Ags Wxe6 
and with two pawns foT the exchange, 
Black was better in F.Mahn-T.Paehtz, 
Bad Worishofen 1998. 

b) 13 £ixe4 Sxe4 14 &-d3 2e8 and 
now: 

bl) 15 2b 1 thd7 16 a3 &d4+ 17 *hl 
^.e3 18 2el ixd 19 2xe8+ Wxe8 20 
2xcl We3 21 g3 2e8 and Black had a 
nice advantage in R.Wade-T.PetTosian, 
Belgrade 1954. 

b2) 15 f5 was Taylor’s suggestion: 

15.. .^d7 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 2b 1 £ie5 18 


,&e2 and here Taylor gives the very 
stTange I8...a5?! leading to an advan¬ 
tage foT White. This is debatable, but 

l8...We7 (I8...f5l? with the idea of ...<$M7 
is also possible) gives Black a good 
game: 19 b4?! is well met by 19...£>d7! 
20 ^.d3 cxb4 21 2xb4 £ic 5 with a great 
position f ot Black. 



10 0-0 £f5 

Black can also play 10...<5kj4, al¬ 
though neglecting to develop is more 
Tisky. AfteT ll h3 £se3 12 ,&xe3 2xe3 13 
Wd2 2e8 14 -&d3 £id7 15 2ael 2xel (ot 

15.. .^3f6) 16 Sxel <53f6 (this has scored 
well foT Black, but TayloT only gives the 
hideous I6...£lf8) 17 g4 (17 f5 could 
even be met by 17...£)d7!?) 17...^.d7 18 
f5 gxf5 19 gxf5 Wf8!? White has more 
space, but Black has the bishop-pair. 

11 jk.d3 Wd7 

Black maintains the blockade of the 
f5-squaTe. Instead ll...^.xd3 12 Wxd3 
thbd.7 13 ^.d2 a6 14 a4 leaves White 
with an easy space advantage, but 

11.. .£se4 is sensible, as afteT 12 £sxe4 
ii.xe4 13 ii.xe4 2xe4 two sets of minoT 
pieces have been exchanged. 
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White has: 

a) 14 f5 was suggested by Taylor. 
This is riot bad, but he ignores the sim¬ 
ple 14...^d7 (he only considers the Tisky 

14.. .5xc4, as well as the compliant 

14.. .gxf5 and 14...h6) 15 fxg6 hxg6 when 
Black has little to fear. 

b) 14 Wd3 #e7 (Black could also play 

14.. .5e8 15 f5 £sd7) 15 f5 ^d7 16 Ag5 
£)f6 17 fxg6 hxg6 18 £)d2 2e5 19 £if3 
Se4 with a repetition. 

c) 14 Wc2 We7 15 i.d2 £sd7 16 2ael 
2e8 17 2xe4 Wxe4 18 Wb3 J.d4+! 19 
&hl £tf6 20 h3 We2 21 Sel Wf2 (Black 
can also play 21...^e4l? 22 Hxe2 <£sg3+ 
23 < £’h2 £sfl+ with a perpetual check 
dTaw) 22 2xe8+ £sxe8 23 Wxb7 £lf6 
with a strong initiative foT the pawn in 
A.BeTgqvist-H.KTacke, correspondence 
1956. 

d) 14 £>g5 is critical: 14...Sxc4l? (this 
Teply is very Tisky, but may just about be 
playable; safeT is 14...2e7 15 f5 £ld7 16 
fxg6 hxg6 17 Wf3 and now not 17...£>f6 
18 Ad2 Wd7 19 Ac3 with strong pres¬ 
sure, but 17...^b6! with the idea of 
...2ae8). 



Now White has: 

dl) 15 f5 £ld7 (I5...^.f6? loses afteT 

16 fxg6 hxg6 17 £sxf7l &xf7 18 Ag5 
<£\d7 19 We2: foT example, b5 20 2xf6+ 
£sxf6 21 We6+ £g7 22 2fl) 16 fxg6 fxg6 

17 £se6 Wh4 18 $)xg7 < S’xg7 19 b3 2e4 
20 ±b2+ *g8 21 Wd3 2ae8 was 
M.Chiminello-M.Olesen, Chicago 1993. 
This looks risky, but Black is well central¬ 
ized and has an extTa pawn. 

d2) 15 We2 2xcl! (afteT I5...2b4, 16 
f5! looks simpler than 16 <S^xf7 which 
has been played a couple of times) 16 
2axcl G)d7 and now: 

d2l) 17 *hl £sf6 18 f5 h6 19 £ie4 g5 

20 <£\xf6+ Axf6 gave Black decent com¬ 
pensation in M.Singleton-S.Pinkovetsky, 
correspondence 1984. 

d22) AfteT 17 b3 £sf6?l 18 f5 We8 19 
Wf3?l We5 20 2cdl 2e8 Black had com¬ 
pensation in M.OTsag-A.Vaulin, Prague 
1989, but 19 Wxe8+ 2xe8 20 fxg6 hxg6 

21 2cel would favour White. Instead 
Black could have tried 17...^b6!?. 

d3) 15 Wd3 is considered to be the 
most dangerous, but I think Black can 
survive afteT 15...2d4 16 Wh3 h6 17 
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£ixf7! &xf7 18 We6+ <&f8 19 f5 g5 20 f6 
Ah8 and now: 



d3l) 21 f7 and now the untried 

21.. .£)d7! is forced (instead 21...JLg7 is 
crushed by 22 JLxgS hxg5 23 Sael and 

21.. .<£)a6 loses to 22 Wxh6+ Jk.g7 23 
Wh7). Following 22 #xh6+ .&g7 23 Wh7 
(White is also struggling afteT 23 Wg6 
£ie5 24 lti7 4ixf7 and 23 Wxd6+ We7 
24 Wxe7+ ^xe7 25 i.xg5+ &f8 26 Sael 
£ie5 27 Sf5 Sxd5, as indicated by 
Konikowski and Soszynski) 22..JLg7 23 
Wh7 (ot 23 Wg6 £)e5 24 Wh7 £>xf7) 

23.. .^f6 24 Wg6 We7 25 ±xg5 Wxf7 26 
Wf5 Sxd5 27 If4 Sxg5 28 Wxg5 &g8 I 
pTefeT Black. 

d32) 21 Wf5 was suggested by 
Konikowski and Soszynski. They give 

21.. .£sd7 22 Wh7 i.xf6 23 Wxh6+ <4>g8 
24 l'g6+ ^h8 25 i.xg5 Wg8 26 Axf6+ 
4ixf6 27 Wxf6+ Wg7 28 W3 with a big 
advantage foT White. However, Black 
can improve with 24..~&g7! 25 Sf7 (25 
lf7+ 4>h8 26 WhS+ ‘i’gS 27 Wf7+ is a 
dTaw) 25 ...fidl+ 26 &f2 Wf8! 27 Sxf8+ 
Sxf8+ which is not cleaT at all. 

Now we Tetum to ll...Wd7. 



12«C2 

White tries to foroe the exchange of 
bishops to break Black’s hold on the f5- 
squaTe. Others: 

a) 12 £ih4 also looks to break the 
hold on f5, but the knight is not well 
placed here: 12...Axd3 13 Wxd3 <£>g4 (ot 

13...£>a6 14 a3 Wg4l? 15 £>f3 £sh5) 14 
£sf3 <£>a6 15 a3 f5 16 h3 £)f6 17 £)g5 
4k7 18 i<.d2 Sab8 with equal chances in 
J.HoTvath-C.FoisoT, Timisoara 1993. 

b) 12 Axf5 was Taylor’s recommen¬ 
dation. Black has a choice of recaptures: 

bl) 12...gxf5l? is actually a TatheT 
standard idea. 



Black has good light-squaTe control 


2 04 



Four Pawns Attack, Other Lines 


and it is not easy to exploit the weak¬ 
nesses in his structure. AfteT 13 Wd3 
£ia 6 14 a3 £>e4 15 .&e3 (15 .&d 2 may be 
better; it is similar to the main line ex¬ 
cept the white queen is on d 3 instead of 
c2, so at least it controls the b5-squaTe) 
15 ...<£>c7 16 JSael JSe 7 (interesting alter¬ 
natives aTe 16...J.XC31? 17 bxc3 a 6 and 

1 6 .. .b 5 l? 17 cxb 5 Sab 8 18 a 4 a 6 with 
counteTplay) TayloT gives 17 Af2 intend¬ 
ing JLh4. Following 17...Sae8 18 J.h4 
±xc 3 l 19 bxc 3 f 6 with the idea of ...Sg 7 
the position is double-edged. 

b2) 12...Wxf5 is also possible. AfteT 13 
Wh3 I like the look of 13 ...®a 6 ! (both 

13.. .Wd7 14 f5 and 13 ...b 6 14 ®b5 Wd7 
15 f5l give White the initiative) 14 Wxb7 
<2jb4 with excellent play foT the pawn. 

c) With 12 h 3 White looks to break 
the f5-blockade in the most basic way. 
AfteT I2...£ia6 13 a3 (the immediate 13 
g4 ji-xd3 14 Wxd3 4^b4! leaves White in 
trouble afteT 15 Wdl h5l ot 15 Wbl 
£>xg4 16 hxg4 'S f xg4+ 17 ^f 2 JLd4+! 18 
£>xd4 cxd4 19 ®e4 Wh4+ 20 4>g2 d3 
with a winning attack foT Black) 

13.. .®c7 14 g4 Black has: 



cl) 14...iLxd3 15 Wxd3 b5l (this 
Benko Gambit idea is the simplest) 16 
cxb5 Seb8 17 a4 a6 18 bxa6 £sxa6 and 
Black had excellent compensation foT 
the pawn in K.Hagglof-S.Asplund, corre¬ 
spondence 1979. 

c2) 14...^.xg4 is well-known to be 
sufficient, but it should probably only 
lead to a draw. AfteT 15 hxg4 Wxg4+ 
White has: 

c2l) 16 &hi Wh3+ 17 ‘i’gl (ot 17 
®h2 ®h5) 17...£>g4 and Black has a 
strong attack. 

C22) 16 *f2 Wh3 17 Sgl (afteT 17 
4ie2 £ig4+ both 18 &gl and 18 i’el mn 
into l8...Se3!) and now the patient 
17...Se7l? looks good. 

C23) 16 <i>h2 Wh5+ 17 ^g2 1^4+ 18 
*h2 b5 19 Sgl Wh5+ 20 4>g3 (afteT 20 
&g2 Black should probably just take the 
perpetual) 20...bxc4 21 ii.xc4 Se7 
(21...Wg4+ would still draw, as 22 &f2 
Wh3l favours Black) was S.Conquest- 
J.Mestel, Hastings 1986/87. Here White 
could have played 22 £)h4l? with 
chances to fight off the attack. 

Returning to 12 Wc2: 
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12 ...£ia6!? 

Black accepts doubled f-pawns. Also 
sufficient is 12...iLxd3 13 Wxd3 <5^a6 14 
a3 4^c7 15 f5 (15 ii-d2 could be met by 

15.. .fiab8,15...a6 or even tbe immediate 

15.. .b5l?) 15--Sab8 16 fxg6 bxg6 17 b3 
(if 17 a4 £)a6l? or 17...a6 18 a5 b5 19 
axb6 2xb6) 17...b5 with good play in 
B.Glembek-K.HildneT, correspondence 
2000 . 

13 ^.xf5 

Ot 13 a3 £sc7 14 -&d 2 b5l. 

13.. .gxf5 

Note that Black cannot play 
13-.®xf5? because 14 Wxf5 gxf5 15 
h4^e4 16 £)b5l wins the f5-pawn foT 
nothing. 



14 a3 

Instead 14 .&d2 £se4?l 15 Bael b4 
16 Wbl ±d4+ 17 &hl thf2+ 18 flxf2 
Jbcf2 backfires afteT 19 Sfi iLe3 (ot 
19..~&d4 20 £sh4) 20 i.xe3 Sxe3 21 £sh4 
when White has a strong initiative. If 
21 ...<Sd3 22 £sdl! wins, foT example. 
Here it is better to play 14...<£sb4 imme¬ 
diately. AfteT 15 Wbl £>e4 16 a3 £)a6 17 


Wc2 £)c7 we transpose back into the 
main line, but with a couple of extTa 
moves foT each side. 

14...^e4 

14 a3 is quite playable, but Black can 
play 14...^c7 15 £.d 2 b5 16 cxb5?l (ot 16 
b3 £se4 17 Hael ^xd 2 18 Wxd2 a5l? 
with counteTplay) l6...<Sfxd5 17 £)xd5 
£)xd5 18 £)h4?l Be4 19 a4 Bae8 and he 
dominated the centre in V.Dommes- 
APetTushin, Odintsovo 2008. 

15 &d2 4ic7 16 Sael b5! 



Black has excellent counteTplay. Fot 
example: 

a) 17 £)xe4 fxe4 18 fixe4 fixe4 19 
Wxe4 grabs a pawn, but afteT I9...fle8 
20 Wc2 bxc4 21 Wxc4 Black can play 

21.. .^.xb2, 21...1 f f5 OT 21...W35!?. 

b) 17 b3 a5l? 18 £ixe4 fxe4 19 Bxe4 
Sxe4 20 Wxe4 a4l 21 cxb5 (if 21 b4 Se8) 

21.. .axb3 22 b6 <4ie8 (this is better than 

22.. .£)b5 23 a4 £>a3 24 £>g5) 23 Wc4 b 2 
24 Ac 3 *f5 25 £>d2 Wc2 and Black had 
good chances in the complications in 
H.SchepeTs-W.Knebel, correspondence 
2001 . 
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Chapter 8 

Averbakh Variation 

6...C5 7 d5 h6 


- 

. 


1 d4 ? f6 2 c4 g6 3 '5 )C3 ig7 4 e4 d6 5 
i.e2 0-0 6 ±g5 



The Averbakh Variation is no longer 
very popular, but it is flexible and dan¬ 
gerous. In many ways the AveTbakh re¬ 
minds me of the Gligoric Variation from 
Volume I. Its flexibility makes it TatheT 
annoying to face, but its blessing is also 
its cuTse - Black has a lot of choices and 
White must be Teady foT several differ¬ 
ent lines which lead to different pawn 
structures. The Gligoric remains veTy 
popular, howeveT, while the AveTbakh is 


TaTely seen these days. This could be 
‘fashion’, but it could also illustrate 
what the top players think about these 
respective lines. 

In this chapter we look at the chal¬ 
lenging main lines of the AveTbakh, 
while in the following chapter we look 
at a couple of otheT lines. Not much has 
been written about the AveTbakh, al¬ 
though MaTgeir PetuTsson dedicated a 
whole book to the variation in 1996. 
Recently there has been very little litera¬ 
ture, however, otheT than the TequiTed 
coverage in King’s Indian books foT 
Black. In 2009 Glenn Flear devoted a 
couple of chapters to the AveTbakh in 
Dangerous Weapons: The King’s Indian, 
so I will pay special attention to his rec¬ 
ommendations f ot White. 

There aTe many typical positions 
which Black must steeT well cleaT of: foT 
example, 

6 ...T 16 (note that the immediate 
6...e5? just loses to 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 #xd 8 
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2xd8 9 £sd5) 7 -&e3 e5 8 d5 £>bd7 9 Wd 2 
£\c5 10 f3 a5 11 g4 &T 17 12 h4 £\e8 13 
h5 g5 14 £sh3. 



HeTe White has managed to lock up 
the entire kingside. All of the play will 
shift to the queenside, where White 
holds a natural advantage due his 
greater space. This type of position is 
almost always veTy good foT White, even 
if he has castled long. The space advan¬ 
tage means more than anything and 
White can take his time. Again, Black 
may hold the position sometimes, but 
he is in foT a long and miserable de¬ 
fence. 

Another bad scenario arises like this: 

6...C5 7 d5 e6 8 Wd2 exd5 9 exd5 a6 10 
a4 2e8 11 £tf3 -&g4 12 0-0 £\bd7 13 h3 
i.xf3 14 iLxf3. 

In this Benoni-type stmctuTe where 
White plays exd5, Black must make sure 
to find a way to create counteTplay. In 
this position, which follows an old theo¬ 
retical line, Black has great difficulties. 
The pin on the f6-knight is not easily 
broken, and there is a good chance that 
the Tooks will all be exchanged on the e- 


file. Practice has shown that endgames 
in this stmctuTe aTe very difficult foT 
Black because White has the bishop- 
pair, as well as a space advantage, and 
can gradually advance on both wings. 
The typical plan is to combine an even¬ 
tual a4-a5 and b2-b4 break, while re¬ 
stricting Black on the otheT wing. Some¬ 
times Black holds, and sometimes he 
does not, but he TaTely wins. This struc¬ 
ture is not inherently bad, howeveT, and 
we will see some ways foT Black to han¬ 
dle this stmctuTe in Line Al, as well as in 
Line C of the next chapter. 



OveT the last couple of decades, 

6.. .£\a6 has emerged as Black’s main 
defence to the AveTbakh. With this 
popular move, Black defends the c7- 
pawn in preparation foT ...e5. While 

6.. .£>a6 is a good, solid line, it haTbouTs 
many little subtleties and it is still not so 
easy to equalize in the main line 7 Wd2 
e5 8 d5. White will usually play jtdl, 
£>ge2 and f 3 Teaching a position similar 
to those in some lines of the Samisch. 
Instead I have decided to go with some¬ 
thing shaTpeT, which will also expose 
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the reader to several different pawn 
structures that can arise in the King’s 
Indian. 

6.. .C5 

Black cannot play 6...e5, but attack¬ 
ing the centre with ...c5 should always 
be considered in lines where White de¬ 
velops his queen bishop before his king- 
side. Sometimes Black plays 6...h6 7 Ae3 
c5 to avoid Line B, but 8 e5l? is TatheT 
annoying. I find this line to be impracti¬ 
cal foT Black, because there is a lot to 
know to just get a dTawish ending. AfteT 

8.. .dxe5 9 dxe5 Wxdl+ 10 Hxdl £>g4 11 
±xc5 £sxe5 12 £>d5 £>bc6 13 f4 £>g4 
White has two sharp lines with 14 icf3 
and 14 h 3 .1 am not convinced that Black 
can equalize in these lines and there aTe 
a lot of pitfalls along the way. Indeed, I 
pTefeT the text move which allows Black 
to steer the play. 



7d5 

This is the most important move. 
White gains space and challenges Black 
to find counteTplay. Instead 7 dxc5 is 
covered in Chapter 9, while otheT moves 
aTe worse: 


a) 7 e5? just loses a pawn afteT 

7...cxd4 8 exf6 (ot 8 Wxd4 £>c6) 8...exf6. 

b) White can tTy to obtain a MaToczy 
stmctuTe with 7 £tf3, but 7 dxc5 is a 
much better way to go about this. AfteT 

7.. .cxd4 8 £jxd4 £>c6 White’s bishop 
looks funny on g5. Black could also con¬ 
sider 7...Wa5l? 8 Wd2 (8 0-0 looks silly, 
because 8...cxd4 9 £>xd4?? dTops the 
bishop on g5 and 9 Wxd4 just loses time 
to 9...£ic6) 8...<£>c6 (Black should avoid 

8.. .cxd4 9 ®xd4 £jxe4?! 10 <£>xe4 Wxd 2 + 
11 4>xd2 ilxd4 12 ±xe7) 9 dxc5 (if 9 d5 
£>d4!) 9-dxc5 10 0-0 jk.g4 which trans¬ 
poses to the note to White’s 8th move in 
Line A of Chapter 9 and is comfortable 
for Black. 



The text is the main line. White logi¬ 
cally grabs space. Now Black can head 
into the sharp main lines ot he can con¬ 
sider one of the lines of the next chap¬ 
ter. In eitheT case Black will have to be 
familiaT with Line A in Chapter 9. The 
choice of lines afteT 7 d5 depends a lot 
on taste. If the AveTbakh becomes popu¬ 
lar, it will be useful to know the critical 
lines of this chapter, while if it remains 
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a bit of raTity, one may pTefeT to have 
one of the sidelines ready. 



7-h6 

This is a veTy important move to play 
if Black wants to play ...e6. As mentioned 
above, 7...e6 8 Wd2 exd5 9 exd5 leaves 
Black with a passive position. AfteT 7...h6 
White should avoid 8 JLh4?! as the 
bishop is not effective here and may 
well be missed from the queenside. 
Black then has a few good options, in¬ 
cluding 8...a6 (playing a pure Benko 
with 8...b5 9 cxb5 a6 is also possible, 
while 8...Wa5 9 Wd2 a6 is good as well, 
because 10 a4 can still be met with 

10...b5!) and now: 



a) 9 a4 Wa5 10 &d3 (ot 10 Wd 2 b5l) 

10.. .g5 11 i.g3 £sxe4!? 12 J.xe4 Axc3+ 
13 bxc3 WxC 3 + 14 &fl f5 15 £)e 2 Wf6 
with a position similar to those we will 
see in Line E2 of Chapter 15 (the last line 
in the book!). 

b) 9 £sf3 b5! 10 cxb5 axb5 is good for 
Black because 11 Jtxb5 is met with the 
thematic ll...£)xe4! 12 £ixe4 ^a5+ 13 
£)c3 Axc 3+ 14 bxc3 Wxb5 when Black is 
much better. White cannot castle and 
...JLa6 is coming. White is much weaker 
on the light squares than Black is on the 
dark squares and 15 Axe7? of course 
fails to 15 ...JSe8. 

Instead 8 iLd2 is playable, but afteT 

8.. .e6 9 £^3 exd5 10 exd5 Se8, the 
bishop is just more passive than it is in 
LineAl. 



Therefore White has two sensible re¬ 
treats: 

A: 8 Jie3 
B:8 Jm 

The first move allows Black to obtain 
a decent Benoni position, while the sec- 
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ond move puts pressure on the d6- 
pawn to ‘prevent’ 8...e6. 

A) 8 Ae3 



8.. .e6 9 Wd2 

White usually plays this move to at¬ 
tack the h6-pawn. OtheT moves aTe not 
common, but should not be completely 
ignored: 

a) 9 e5 dxe5 10 ,&xc5 2e8 11 d6 £ic6 
has haTdly been played and looks un¬ 
clear. 

b) 9 dxe6 itxe6 10 Wd2 &h7 
(lO...Wb6!? 11 Jbch6 ,&xh6 12 Wxh6 
Wxb2 is Line Bl) gives Black a develop¬ 
ment lead and good dynamic chances in 
Tetum for the backwards d-pawn. Now: 

bl) ll f 3 £ic6 12 o-o £ig4 13 -&f4 
£)ge5 is fine foT Black. 

b 2 ) 11 0 - 0-0 Wa5 12 Wxd6 <^xe4l? 13 
£)xe4 Wxa2 14 < 4 > d2 (fomed) 14...^'a5+ 
(with the idea of ...2d8) 15 ‘S’cl £)a6!? 
gives Black good attacking chances. 

b3) 11 h3 £ic6 12 £>f3 Wa5 (ot 

12.. .We7 13 0-0 2ad8) 13 0-0 Sad8 is 
dynamically equal. 

c) 9 <£>f3 exd5 (Black could also play a 


delayed Benoni with 9...2e8!? 10 £>d2 
<£ia6) and now: 

cl) 10 exd5 2e8 (ot I0...^g4 11 ^.d 2 
f5!? 12 0-0 £>d7) 11 0-0 £f5 (ll...2xe3l? 
12 fxe3 £ig4 13 Wd 2 We7 14 .&d3 £>d7 
gave Black good practical chances in 
L.Valdes-D.Aldama, Cuba 1993) 12 h3 
<Se4 transposes to variation ‘d2’ below. 

c2) 10 cxd5 creates an unusual Mod¬ 
em Benoni. This could prove to be an 
important position, but there is haTdly 
any experience with it. 



AfteT io...b5l? (a veTy typical Benoni 
idea; instead 10...2e8 11 £>d2 looks a 
little better f ot White) 11 iLxbS ^xe4 12 
^xe4 Wa5+ 13 Wd2 (instead 13 £>c3 
±xc3+ 14 bxc3 Wxb5 15 Wb3 -&a6 16 
Wxb5 l.xb5 17 £id2 l.d3 18 Jb<h6 2e8+ 
19 *dl <£}d7 with the idea of ...£>b6 was 
veTy comfortable foT Black in J.DonneT- 
LPortisch, Lugano Olympiad 1968) 
13-.Wxb5 14 £sxd6 Wxb2 (keeping the 
queens on and preventing White from 
castling with l4...Wa6!? was suggested 
by Mikhalevski) 15 Wxb2 JLxb2 16 Sbl 
Jic3+ 17 £sd2 Ag7 (17...^.a6!?) 18 £>xc8 
Sxc8 19 £>c4 £)d7 (instead Mikhalevski 
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gives 19...Sd8 20 d6 £\d7 21 0-0 £\e5 22 
£\xe5 Axes 23 Axes Axd6 24 Ae3 4>g7 

25 Sb7 when Black should hold pretty 
easily) 20 0-0 Sd8 21 Hfdl £>b6 22 £>xb6 
axb6 23 2xb6 c4 24 2c6 c3 25 d6 2xa2 

26 g3 White had a very small advantage 
in V.Korchnoi-P.Acs, Paks 2005- 

d) 9 h3 exd5 10 exd5 (10 cxd5?l 2e8 
would force White to defend his 64- 
pawn in a clumsy fashion) 10...2e8 and 
now 11 Wd2 &h7 would transpose to 
Line Al, below. Instead: 



dl) 11 Ad3 b5! 12 cxb5 (12 £>xb5 
ZheA gives Black good play) 12...£ibd7 13 
£>ge2 £\e5l? (or 13 ...£ib6 14 Wd2 <5ifxd5 
15 <£sxd5 <£>xd5 16 Axh6 Axh6 17 ®xh6 
Wf6 18 0-0 Ab7 with counteTplay in 
A.Kamenets-Z.Efimenko, Alushta 2000) 
14 0-0 a6 15 bxa6?l (afteT 15 a4 Wa5 
Black has compensation, but this was 
still a better try) 15...£ixd3 16 'S'xd3 
Axa6 17 Wd2 Sb8 18 Sabi d7 gave 
Black an excellent position in D.SteineT- 
A.Sznapik, Ljubljana 1981. 

d2) 11 <5if3 Af5 12 0-0 (more ambi¬ 
tious is 12 g4 Ae4 13 0-0 Axf3 14 Axf3 
£ibd7 15 Wd2 &h7, although White’s 


airy kingside should give Black faiT 
chances foT counteTplay) 12...£>e4 13 
<^xe4 Axe4 14 Ad3 (instead 14 Wd2 
< i’h7 15 Sael transposes to the note to 
White’s 12th move in Line Al) 

14.. .Axf3l? (14-Axd3 15 Wxd3 £\d7 is 
solid enough) 15 Wxf3 £id7 was level in 
A.Beliavsky-M.Tal, Sochi 1986 . 

9.. .exd5 

Now White must choose between 
different Benoni structures: 



Al:10exd5 
A 2 : 10 cxd5 

The foTmeT could easily be called an 
‘AveTbakh Benoni’, while the latteT 
transposes to a TatheT obscure Modem 
Benoni. 

Al) 10 exd5 

We have seen the dangers inherent 
in this structure if Black does not play 
purposefully. Now we will observe how 
Black can create counteTplay. 

10...*h7 11 h3 

Instead 11 <£sf3 2e8 12 0-0 Af5 in- 
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tending ...£)e4 is similar to the next 
note. 

Il...fle8 



12 &d3 

White is trying to take away squares 
from Black’s c8-bishop. However, it is 
cleaT that the last couple of moves have 
not done much for his development, so 
Black’s Teply is quite logical. Instead 12 
£if3 icf5 13 0-0 £ie4! reveals the advan¬ 
tage of having broken the pin on Black’s 
knight. Black is able to exchange knights 
which then leaves him with enough 
Toom for his otheT minoT pieces afteT 14 
£\xe4 Axe4 15 fiael £)d7 (or 15 ...£sa6) 
and now: 

a) 16 b 3 b5l? (ot l6...Wb6) 17 cxb5 
£lb6 18 ^.c4 -&xf3 19 gxf3 Wh4 20 Af4 
was S.MamedyaTov-E.BeTg, Khanty- 
Mansiysk Olympiad 2010. Here 

20...J.C31? 21 Wxc3 Wxf4 gives Black 
some compensation f ot the pawn. 

b) With 16 £sh2l? White hopes to 
harass Black’s e4-bishop. AfteT l6...Wb6! 
Black has less space, but his pieces aTe 
active and he can even develop some 
initiative. 


Following 17 b3 Wb4 18 Wcl (not 18 
f3? Ac3, while 18 Wxb4 cxb4 19 £)f3 
Ac3 20 Sdl was M.Mannangeli- 
LPeTdomo, Olavania 2005, and here 

20.. .<£\c5 looks good for Black) I8...'i f c3! 

19 -&xh6 (19 £sf3 ®xcl 20 fixcl g5l? 
safeguards the light-squaTed bishop 
and gives Black good chances) 19...Wxcl 

20 J.XC1 Ac3 21 J.g4 f5 22 Se3 ±d4 
Black won material in I.Golichenko- 
K.Maslak, PaTdubice 2009. 

12.. .b5! 

This is a typical idea. Black tries to 
open the position with White still un¬ 
derdeveloped. Another possibility is 

12.. .a6 13 a4 £sh5l? 14 £>ge2 (if 14 £>f3 
£if4) 14...£ki7 intending ...£)e5 with 
counteTplay. 



13 £ixb5 

This move was recommended by 
FleaT. AfteT 13 cxb5 Black can play in 
Benko style with I 3 ...a 6 !?, but generally 
Black keeps this idea in TeseTve and 
plays 13 -.. < ^)bd 7 when both ...<5je5 and 
...£>b 6 aTe in the aiT. White has: 

a) 14 £tf3 £>b 6 15 0-0 Ab7 regains 
the pawn with a good position. 
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b) 14 £}ge2 £>e5 15 4^g3?! (better is 
15 Sdl transposing to variation ‘c’) 

15.. .£ixd3+ 16 Wxd3 a 6 17 0-0 axb5 18 
£>xb5 -&b7 19 JLf4 (or 19 £>c3 -&a6) 

19.. .5.4 (also good is 19....&f8 ot even 

19.. .£>xd5 with the idea 20 iLxd6 Ac6 21 
JLxc5 £>f4l) 20 ,&d2 was G.GaTcia Gon- 
zalez-W.Scbmidt, Camaguey 1974. Now 

20.. .£>xd5l? looks good when 21 #b3 
£ib6 22 Wxf7 Jtd5 23 ®c7 &c4 wins 
material. 

c) 14 fidl 4te5 15 <£>ge2 a6 gives 
Black good play: 16 a4 (ot 16 bxa6 
£>xd3+' 17 Wxd3 Jb<a6 with excellent 
compensation) I6...£>xd3+ 17 Wxd3 
axb5 18 axb5 and now both the 18...^.f5 
of J.Tisdall-F.HelleTs, OsteTsund 1992, 
and the I8...£)d7 of R.BeTdichesky- 
J.Copie, correspondence 1999, give Black 
very good play. 

13 ...£te414 ilxe4 Sxe4 15 Scl 

This is the only decent way to protect 
the c4-pawn, but now White’s knight 
will be pushed to the edge. 

15.. .a616 <£)a3 



l6.Jfh8! 

This is a nice geometric idea to in¬ 


crease the pressure on White’s queen- 
side. Instead l6...Wg5 17 &fi may be a 
little awkward foT White, but Black has 
nothing cleaT, while I6...f 5 17 £>e2 g5 18 
Wc2l was FleaT’s idea. 

17Sbl 

Instead 17 Sc2 JLf 5 18 g4 Sxe3+ 19 
Wxe3 Jb<c2 20 £>xc2 Jb<b2 21 £\e2 £>d7 
22 f4 He 8 23 Wd3 was W.Young-E.Barr, 
correspondence 2007. Now 23 ...£>f 6 l? 24 
0-0 £>e4 is muTky, but I would pTefeT to 
play Black. 

17..^1f5 18 £>e 2 Sxe3 

Black chooses to force matters. In¬ 
stead I8...£>d7 19 0-0 Se7 20 £>c 2 £\e5 

21 b 3 JSae 8 (not 21 ..Jtxh 3 ? 22 f 4 ) gives 
Black some compensation foT the pawn, 
while I8...fih4l? looks funny, but Black is 
hitting the bl-rook while keeping the 
c4- and b2-pawns undeT attack. 

19 fxe 3 i-xbl 20 ftxbl i.xb 2 21 0-0 Sa 7 

22 £>bc3 Axc3 23 Wxc3 We8 



This position was uncleaT but bal¬ 
anced in G.Meins-G.SchebleT, Duisburg 
2003. 

A 2 ) 10 cxd5 
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This position could also come about 
from a Modem Benoni, but in practice it 
almost always arises from the King’s 
Indian. If Black plays a couple of accu¬ 
rate moves he gets a very nice position. 
10...5e8! 11 f3 



ll...h5! 

This is a high-class waiting move. 
Black does not want to obstruct his c8- 
bishop, because White cannot complete 
his king side development so easily. Note 
that the immediate ll...a6?! allows 12 
Jtxh6! 4ixe4 (this tTick usually works, 
but not always!) 13 <£>xe4 Wh4+ 14 g3 
Wxh6 15 Wxh6 Jtxh6 16 <£>f6+ and 
White wins the exchange. The impor¬ 
tant features to observe here aTe: White 
has a minoT piece blocking the e-file (so 
that 16 4}f6+ is legal), while Black has a 
rook on e8 and has not played ...<£sbd7 
(which would protect the f6-squaTe). 

12 a4 

White responds with a waiting move 
of his own. Others: 

a) 12 ±dl £sbd7 (ot I 2 ...a 6 13 a4 
Teaching the main line) 13 <£>ge2 (not 13 
£)h3? <£se5 with the dual ideas of.. JLxh3 


and ...<£>c4) 13...£se5 14 b3 Jtd7 15 a4 a6 
and again we transpose to the main 
line. 

b) 12 h4 prepares to develop the gl- 
knight, but this advance weakens g4 
and therefore e5, because a black knight 
may settle there and f3-f4 would allow 
...<£\e5-g4. AfteT I2...a6 13 a4 Black can 
play either I3...<£>bd7 14 4ih3 4ie5 15 
£>f 2 ±d7 ot 13...<^h7 14^h3 (14 g3 b6! 
15 ^h3 ^.xh3 16 Sxh3 Sa7 with the 
idea of ...Hae7 gives Black a good posi¬ 
tion according to SeiTawan). Then 
14...^.xh3 15 flxh3 <£>d7 is very sensible, 
while 14...Wxh4+ 15 £sf2 We7 16 0-0-0 
b5 is sharp and looks goodfoT Black. 

c) 12 ±g5 a6 13 a4 Wa5 14 Sa3 (oth¬ 
erwise 14..b5) 14..^h7 15 .&f4 and 
here: 



cl) 15...Wc7 is often not such a good 
square foT Black’s queen in the Benoni 
and here 16 a5 4kl7 (instead I6...f5 17 
4ih3 fxe4 18 4ixe4 Jtxh3 Tuns into 19 
<£>xd6!, while the speculative I6...b5 17 
axb6 Wxb6 18 <£b5! axb5 19 lxa8 iia6 
was suggested by Bologan) 17 ^h3 <£se5 
18 <£>f2 allowed White to Teach his de- 
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siTed set-up in J. Fedorowicz-L.Van Wely, 
Wijk aan Zee 1990. 

cl) Very often 15...Wd8! is actually 
the best square foT Black’s queen, as 
from here it can survey both sides of the 
board. AfteT 16 a5 both l6...Wh4+!? 17 
Ag3 We7 and I6...f5 17 £>h3 fxe4 18 
thxe 4 -&xh3 19 gxh3 AeS 20 Sgl £sf8 
are interesting. 



12.. .a6 

This is always a useful move and 
now White will have to commit. This 
position could also arise from the 
Samisch Variation if afteT l d4 £>f 6 2 c4 
g 6 (the Modem Benoni move OTdeT 
would be 2...C5 3 d5 e 6 4 4jc 3 exd5 5 
cxd5 d 6 6 e4 g 6 7 f 3 Ag 7.8 ^.g5 0-0 9 
Wd 2 h 6 10 Ae3, transposing) 3 £sc 3 
Ag7 4 e4 d 6 5 f 3 0-0 6 ^.g5 c5 7 d 5 e 6 8 
Wd 2 exd5 9 cxd5 h 6 10 Ae3 h 5 White 
played the stTange-looking 11 Ae2 (ll 
£>ge 2 is more normal) ll...a612 a 4 Se 8 . 

Note that 12...£ibd7?! is not very 
good because afteT 13 £ih3! fteS 14 £>f2 
White achieves his ideal development. 

12.. .4ja6 allows White to develop more 
natutally with 13 AbS Ad7 14 ftge 2 . 


13 ^.dl 

Instead 13 h4 just transposes to 
variation 'b’ to White’s 12th move, 
above. If White plays another waiting 
move with 13 a5, Black has 13...£sh7l 
(I3...b5 14 axb6 Wxb6 is also possible). 



This keeps Black’s development op¬ 
tions open and creates the possibility of 
...f5. AfteT 14 ±dl £>d7 15 £>ge2 ®e5 16 
b3 Wh4+ (SeiTawan suggested I6...f5l 17 
Ac2 fxe4 18 ,&xe4 and then either 
I8...<£)f6 ot 18...C4 with good counteT- 
play in both cases) 17 Ail Wf6 18 We3 
(18 0-0 ®g5l 19 &hi? $)exf3 wins foT 
Black, so SeiTawan suggested 18 ,&e3! 
inviting a repetition, although Black can 
play 18...h4) I8...h4l 19 h3 g5 20 0-0icd7 
21 &hi £>f8 11 Agl £>fg6 23 J.h2, in¬ 
stead of 23...C4?! 24 Sbl! which sud¬ 
denly gave White good play of his own 
in the famous game Y.SeiTawan- 
G.KaspaTov, Skelleftea 1989, SeiTawan 
suggests 23....&h6 when Black has an 
excellent position. Fot complete annota¬ 
tions to this game, see SeiTawan’s excel¬ 
lent Chess Duels: My Games with the 
World Champions. 
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13.. .£>bd7 14 £>ge2 

Again with the bishop on dl, 14 
£sh3?l ®e5 threatens both l5...Jbch3 
and 15 ~.£ic4. 

14.. .£>e5 15 b3 



15...i.d7 

White’s awkward development gives 
Black a couple of tempting possibilities. 
I like this simple developing move, but 
practice has also seen: 

a) 15—b6!? 16 0-0 2b8 17 Ac2 b5 18 
h3 b4 19 £)dl c4 20 £sf2 c3 was uncleaT 
in D.Yevseev-K.Sakaev, St Petersburg 
1999. 

b) lS-WaS was the choice of a young 
Topalov: 16 Sa2 (if 16 0-0 b5) 16...C4 17 
0-0 cxb3 (ot 17...£>fd7 18 £lbl Wc7 19 b4 
a5 20 b5 £>c 5 with a good game foT 
Black in DJohansen-L.Hazai, Gold Coast 
1999) 18 Axb3 ®fd7 19 £ibl b6!? 20 
Wxa5 bxa5 21 £>d 2 2b8 22 Ac 2 2b4 23 
£>b3 £>c4 24 Af2 £>db6 25 Ael ®xd5l 
gave Black good play in J.Campos- 
V.Topalov, Palma de Mallorca 1992. 

16 0-0 

Instead 16 a5 b5 17 axb6 Wxb6 18 
0-0 a5 looks fine f ot Black. 


I6...b5 



Black has easily achieved his the¬ 
matic break. This does not necessarily 
give him an advantage, but Black should 
have a comfortable game. 

17 Ac 2 b4 18 £)dl a5 19 £)f2 £c8! 

Black reroutes the bishop to a better 
diagonal and opens up the d7-squaTe 
foT his knights. 

20 h3 i.a6 21 Sfel Sc8 22 Eacl 



Black has a nice position with several 
ways to create play. The untTied 22...C41? 
and 22...We7l? aTe both possible, while 
practice has seen: 

a) 22..Axe2 23 Wxe2 c4 24 f4 £>d3?l 
(better was 24...^ed7 25 bxc4 Wc7 with 
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the idea of ...£>c5 with counteTplay) 25 
Jbcd3 cxd3 26 Wxd3 Sxcl 27 Sxcl 
£>xe4? 28 £>xe4 We7 was A.BrossaTd- 
G.Hemaridez, French League 2002. Now 
White could Tefute Black’s play with 29 
Sc4l f5 30 £)g5 Wxe3+ 31 ®xe3 Sxe3 32 
Sc8+ ,M8 33 £se6 when Black could re¬ 
sign. 

b) 22...Se7 23 *hl We8 24 f4 £)ed7 
25 e5 and here instead of sacrificing a 
piece with 25...£>xe5!? 26 fxe5 Sxe5 27 
£>f4, as in S.Mohr-S.Panzalovic, Gernian 
League 1997, Black could consider 

25...dxe5 26 d6 exf4l? with the idea of 
27 dxe7 fxe3 28 Wxe3 £>d5 with inter¬ 
esting play. 

B) 8 ±f4 



This is the critical move. Now Black 
has to create some room foT his minoT 
pieces even at the cost of a pawn. 

8.. .e6! 

This is certainly more accurate than 

8.. .e5 when 9 Jk.e3l would give White 
good chances with the g4 and h4-h5 
plan mentioned at the beginning of the 
chapter. 


9 dxe6 

Of course this is consistent with 8 
$Lf4, but White could also develop. Black 
will not experience any particular prob¬ 
lems, however. Fot example: 

a) 9 £>f3 exd5 10 exd5 Se8! 11 0-0 
<£>e4 12 ftxe4 Sxe4 and White is losing 
time with the bishop. If 13 Wd2, then 

13...Wf6 is possible. 

b) 9 Wd 2 exd5 10 exd5 11 £>f3 &f5! 
12 0-0 £ie4 13 ^xe4 Axe4 14 £\el Wf6 
15 £>d3 £>d7 16 f3 Axd3 17 Axd3 Sfe8 
18 Sfel Wd4+ 19 &hl?l (this leaves 
White vulnerable on the back rank; bet¬ 
ter is 19 &fl when 19...Wxb2?l 20 Wxb2 
,&xb2 21 Exe8 Sxe8 22 Sbl would be 
good) 19...Wxb2 20 Wxb2 ,&xb2 21 Sabi 
Sxel+ 22 Sxel Jte5 and Black had a 
healthy extTa pawn in G.Groesman- 
F.FioTito, Buenos AiTes 1998. 

9—icxe6 



By offering a pawn, Black is able to 
develop quickly and effectively. White 
now has two ways to play. He can take 
aim at Black’s slightly weakened king- 
side ot he can snatch the d6-pawn. Both 
lines lead to fascinating play. 


218 



Averbakh Variation, 6...C5 7 d5 h6 


Bl: 10 Wd2 
B2:10i.xd6 

Bl) 10 Wd2 



This direct move, aimed at Black’s 
kingside, is almost as popular as the 
pawn grab arid it even scores better. 
However, if Black knows his stuff he ob¬ 
tains excellent counteTplay. 

10.. .Wb6! 

Black counterattacks the b2-pawn 
and prepares to meet 11 ilxd6?l with 

11.. .2.8 12 e5 4je8. OtheT moves have 
been less successful: 

a) I0...'i>h7?l allows White to grab 
the d6-pawn with impunity, as 10 Wd2 
is certainly a more useful move than 

10.. .‘£’h7. AfteT 11 iLxd6! 2e8 12 e5l 

£>fd7 13 f4 f6 14h4! fxe5 15 h5 £>c6 (no 
better was 15...icf7 16 0-0-0! in 

C.HoTvath-I.ATmanda, Split 2001) 16 
0-0-0 <£>d4 17 2d3 White’s attack was 
too strong in E.BaTeev-V.Akopian, Mos¬ 
cow 1990. 

b) 10...Wa5 is supposed to be bad, 
but Black may be able to improve some- 


somewheTe: 11 2xh6 ±xh6 12 Wxh6 
£>xe4 13 2cl <£>c6 (both I3...2e8 and 
13~.£sxc3 deserve attention) 14 h4 ftd4 
15 &fl! £sf5 16 Wf4 ®xc3 17 Sxc3 Wxa 2 
(oddly enough, almost twenty years 
lateT Uhlmann switched to the black 
cause, but he came out even worse: 

17...Wb4 18 fd *g7 19 h5 2h8 20 £>f3 
Wa5 21 £>g5 2ae8 22 2ch3 £>d4 23 
£>xe6+ 2xe6 24 Jtg4 f5 25 hxg6! and 
White won quickly in K.Kachiani GeTsin- 
ska-W. Uhlmann, German League 1999) 
18 Wcl Wa5 19 h5 and White had a 
strong attack in W.Uhlmann-I.Ujtumen, 
Palma de Mallorca 1970. 

112xh6 



Although this is the consistent move, 
White does not have to take the pawn: 

a) 11 £>f3 4jc6 12 0-0 £>d4 13 ®xd4 
cxd4 14 £sd5 2.xd5 15 exd5 <£se4 (this is 
better than 15—g5?l 16 Jtg3 £>e4 17 
Wc2 f5 - safeT is 17...£sxg3 18 hxg3 
Sfe8, but Black is still worse - 18 iLd3 
£>xg3 19 hxg3 f4 20 gxf4 2xf4 21 We 2 
and the opposite-colouTed bishops just 
accentuated White’s plus in M.Prohly- 
M.Hrozek, correspondence 1992) 16 Wc2 
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Sfe8 17 Ad3 £ic 5 was fine for Black in 
A.Aleksandrov-Y.Shulman, OfiTid 2001. 

b) ll o-o-o ‘i’hy (Black should also 
consider ll...h5l?) 12 h4 <£>c6 13 h5 (if 13 
<£>f3 <£>g4) 13-g5 and now: 

bl) 14 Jbcg5 hxg5 15 h6 Ah8 (not 
15 ...Jbch6 16 £)f3 with a winning attack 
foT White) 16 <£sf3 JSg8 17 <£)xg5+ flxg5 

18 Wxg5 Sg8 gives Black counteTplay: 

19 Wd 2 <5^g4 20 Axg4 Sxg4 21 f3 2g6 
22 £\d5 Wa6 23 ‘i’bl Wxc4 24 g4 £)d4 25 
b3 ^xb3 0-1 was D.Rost-J.Copie, corre¬ 
spondence 2001. 

b2) 14 Axd6 2fd8 and then: 



b2l) 15 We3?l ^d4 (I5...^g4l looks 
even stronger) 16 e5 (16 JLe7 <£)xe2+ 17 
£)gxe2 2xdl+ 18 Sxdl <£)g4 19 Wxc5 
£sxf2 gave Black good counteTplay in 
G.FoTintos-A.AdoTjan, Budapest 1973) 

16.. .£)e8 was given as better foT Black by 
AdoTjan, although afteT 17 jLe7 2d7 18 
Jtd3+ ^hS 19 ^.xg5 (instead 19 Jtf6?l 
<£ixf6 20 exf6 iLxf6 is good foT Black, 
while 19 ^a4 Wc7 20 Jtxc5 ilxe5 gives 
Black good compensation foT the pawn) 

19.. .hxg5 20 h6 .&f8 the position is 
TatheT unclear. 


b 22 ) 15 e5 £>e8 (I5...£>g4l?) 16 <£ia4 
Wa6 17 £>xc5 Wxa2 18 Wc2+ 4>g8 19 
£}xe6 fxe6 20 Sh3 ^al-r 21 Wbl Wxbl+ 
22 ‘S’xbl <£ixe5?! 23 Axe5 ^.xe5 24 Se3 
favoured White in C.Gouw-C.Van den 
LangenbeTg, correspondence 1994, but 

22.. .<£ixd6 23 exd6 <5^d4 looks okay foT 
Black. 

11.. .Axh6 12 Wxh6 Wxb2 13 Sd -5 c6 14 
h4 



Black has the better development 
and a good pawn structure, so White 
must play foT an attack. The position 
quickly becomes very complicated, so 
we will consider a couple of possibilities 
in detail: 

Bll: 14.~£te5 

B12:14...£sb4 

The alternatives seem worse, al¬ 
though there may be scope foT im¬ 
provements: 

a) 14...^d4 is perhaps the most obvi¬ 
ous move, but White’s attack will prove 
to be too strong: 15 h5l <£ic2+ 16 ‘S’dl 
£sg4 (PetuTsson notes that l6...Wxc3 17 
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hxg6 Wd4+ 18 ^xc2 Wxe4+ 19 i2.d3 
wins for White) 17 .&xg4 .&xg4+ 18 f3 
Wxc3 19 Sxc2 Wd3+ 20 &C1 Jbch5 21 g4 
Wfl+ 22 <4>b2 b5? 23 Sxh5 gxh5 24 
Wg5+ 1-0 M.Singleton-G.GTeen, corre¬ 
spondence 1986. 

b) 14...^h7 keeps lines closed on the 
kingside, but TetTeating from the centre 
allows White to obtain a positional ad¬ 
vantage afteT 15 £)f3 (not 15 h5? g5) 
15 ...^d4 (instead 15 ...^e5 16 ftxe5 dxe5 
17 We3 Had8 18 h5 g5 was the game 
A.Grischuk-J.Ulko, Moscow (blitz) 2007, 
and here the simplest is 19 Sbl, win¬ 
ning the b7-pawn) 16 <£sxd4 cxd4 17 
£>b5 (worse is 17 £)d5 Jb<d5 18 exd5 
£tf6 when 19 h5? loses to 19...d3! with 
the idea 20 Jb<d3 £)g4 and Black is also 
better afteT 19 Wd2 Wxd2+ 20 <^xd2 
£se4+) and now: 



bl) 17...a6 18 <£>c 7 Sac8 19 £ixe6 
fxe 6 20 Sh 3 (20 Wxg 6 + &T 18 gives Black 
good play) 20...fic7?! (Black could try 
20...Sf6!? with the idea of 21 Sg3? d3!) 
21 h5 gave White attacking chances in 
M.Pein-G.Botterill, Swansea 1987, and 
21 Sg3l? may be even stronger. 


b2) 17...Wxa2 18 £>xd4 Wa5+ 

(I8...fife8 19 0-0! was also good foT 
White in I.FaTago-R.Warthmann, Boe- 
blingen 1995) 19 Wd2 Wxd2+ 20 &xd2 
£sf6 21 f3 Sfd8 22 &e3 and White’s 
space advantage gave him the better 
endgame in H.Bellmann-W.SaueTmann, 
correspondence 2002. 

Bll) 14...£se5 



This is by far the most frequently 
played move. Black’s attacks the c4- 
pawn, controls the d3-squaTe, and a 
knight may go to g4 to chase away the 
white queen. 

15 £>h3 

AdoTjan points out that 15 h5? fails 
to 15...^fg4 16 Wf4 ftxf2! overloading 
White’s pieces. AfteT the text, White 
cannot play <£>g5 so easily because the 
cl-rook is hanging, but he may even 
castle and then play h5. Black has sev¬ 
eral options here. 

15...b5l? 

This is very sharp, but so is every¬ 
thing else! Moreover, Black has tTied just 
about everything: 
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a) 15 ...ji-xh 3 has been the main 
move, but it is probably just bad: 16 
flxh3 fatgA 17 Wf4 f5 18 Sbl Wc2 19 
exf5 (19 Bel Wb2 20 Sbl Wc2 21 Scl is 
a draw, as is the more complicated 19 
h5 faxf2 20 Wxf2 fxe4 21We3 £>d3+ 22 
i.xd3 WxC3+ 23 Wd 2 Wd4 24 Wg5 Wf 2 + 
25 ‘S’dl exd3 26 Wxg6+) 19...flxf5 20 
We4 Wxe4 21 faxeA Sf4 (afteT 21...b6 
White has the unusual idea 22 Sa3! in¬ 
tending 2xb6) 22 f3 b6 23 Sb3! intend¬ 
ing g3 was cleaTly better for White in 
Y.Yakovich-A.Mololkin, Volgograd 1995. 

b) 15..~&g4 could be woTth further 

investigation, although 16 f3 Jbch3 17 
Sxh3 £>h7?! 18 ‘i’dl (there aTe otheT 
good moves too) I8...£>d3l? 19 Sc2 (not 
19 i.xd3? Wxg2) 19...Wal+ 20 4>d2 
Wgl? (20...£>b4l?) 21 h5 g5 was 

L. Gofshtein-A.FTolov, Lutsk 1986, and 
now 22 Jb<d3! Wxg2+ 23 &cl Wxh3 24 
e5 wins f ot White. 

c) 15 ...fat g4 16 Wf4 Axc4 (White was 

a little better afteT I6...f5 17 0-0 Sae8 18 
exf5 i.xf5 19 Wg 3 faf6 20 <5^g5 fac6 21 
,&d3 £>h5 22 Wf3 in M.Sorokin- 

M. Babula, PaTdubice 1992) 17 ii.xc4 
fax c4 18 0-0 faces 19 £)d5 fad3 20 Wxg4 
£>xcl 21 h5 gave White good compen¬ 
sation foT the exchange in K.SeveTin- 
A.Matiukov, correspondence 1997. 

d) 15...Sfe81? 16 h5 (16 0-0!? looks 
funny; then l6...Jb<h3 17 gxh3 Se6 18 
We3 facb 19 Sbl Wa3 20 Sxb7 fa&4 is 
unclear) l6...Jb<h3 (afteT I6...£>xh5 
PetuTsson gives 17 fadl intending fags 
or fafA, but Black could try 17...Wb4+ 
with the idea of ...Axh3 ot ...Ji.g4) 17 


hxg6 faxgC 18 Sxh 3 faxeA 19 Sbl Wc2 
was P.Lukacs-L.Hazai, Vmjacka Banja 
1988, and here PetuTsson points out 
that 20 Sxb7l would favour White. 

e) 15..Jbcc4l? 16 £xc4 £>xc4 17 0-0 
(after 17 h5? fagA 18 Wf4 Black has 

18.. .£>ge3!) 17...£se5 (not 17 ...Sfe 8 18 h5l 
£>xh5 19 fagS faf6 20 £>d5 fad 2 21 Sc3 
1-0 LVolf-J.Petro, correspondence 1989) 
18 h5 (afteT 18 £>d5 £>xd5 19 exd5 fagA 
20 Wf4 faf6 21 Wxd6 b6! White cannot 
chase the black queen because of 22 
Sbl?! Wd4 23 Sfdl Wxh4) l?>...fatg4 19 
Wg5 (19 Wf4l?) 19 ...f 6 20 Wh4 g5 21 
Wg3 Wa3 22 f4 gxf4 23 Wxf4 c4 24 £)d5 
Wc5+ 25 i+il Sae8 was uncleaT in 
T.HabeTmehl-H.Bellmann, correspon¬ 
dence 1997. 

Returning to Black’s most active try, 

15.. .b5: 



16 cxb5 

Instead 16 h 5 may be best. It seems 
to lead to a draw with best play: 

a) I6...£>fg4 17 Wd2 Wxd2+ 18 &xd2 
faxcA+ 19 i’el a6 20 hxg6 fxg6 21 fagS 
looks betteT f ot White. 

b) l6...Jb<c4 17 bxg6 fxg6 18 fagS\ 
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Wxcl+ 19 <2>dl Wxg5 20 Wxg5 Axe2 21 
<S’xe2 <2)xe4 22 Wb6 <±f7 23 Wh7+ &e6 
24 Wb7 d5 25 Sh7 Sae8 26 f3 ®g3+ 27 
< ±f2 <5^e4+ 28 &gl favours White ac¬ 
cording to Bellmann, who has often 
played this line in correspondence 
games foTboth sides. 

c) I6...^eg4 17 Wg5 b4 18 <2)dl Wd4 
19 £if4 ^xe4 20 <£ixe6 fxe6 21 Wxg4 
Wd2+ 22 r Ml <S^xf2 23 <2)xf2 Wxcl+ 24 
Adi Sf5 25 fih3 Saf8 (worse is 25...g5 
26 Sf3 2af8 27 We4 Sxf 3 28 gxf3 Sf6 29 
&g2 Wd2 30 Ae2 a5 31 £ig4 when 
White was much better in H.Bellmann- 
J.KTebs, correspondence 1999) 26 Wxg6+ 
was drawn here in H.Bellmann-G.Von 
Rein, correspondence 2006. Bellmann 
gives 26...<S>h8 27 Sf3 Sxf3 28 gxf3 
Wxc4+ with a likely perpetual check. 

16 ...d 5 

Black’s pawn sacrifice was Teally just 
a preparation foT this logical strike in 
the centre. This certainly looks best. In¬ 
stead l6...Wb4? 17 £ig5 d5 18 h5 Sfe8 
19 f4 Wb2 20 0-0! 1-0 was G.Kallai- 
N.FTiedTich, Wiesbaden 1990. 

17 exd5 £ixd5 



18 ®e4 

White has tTied a few things here, 
but practice has shown that Black has 
sufficient resources: 

a) 18 Wd2 Wxd2+ 19 &xd2 Sad8 
gave Black good play in F.Hoegerl- 
A.Kondziela, correspondence 2008. 

b) 18 <2)dl Wb4+ 19 'i'fl? (19 Wd2 is 
safeT, but 19...Wxh4 still looks promising 
foT Black) 19...Ag4 20 f3 Axh3 21 Sxh3 
Sfe8 22 Sg3 Sad8 23 h5 £if4 and Black’s 
central play was the more serious in 
FioTe-E.Genovese, correspondence 1993. 

c) 18 < 2 ixd 5 Axd 5 19 0 - 01 ? Wxe 2 20 
^f4 (ot 20 ^g5 when 20...fie8 21 Wh7+ 
^f 8 22 Wh 6 + <£g 8 is a draw, but Black 
could tTy 20 ...WT 15 !?) 20 ...Wxa 2 21 Seel 
2 fe 8 22 Sxe5 Sxe5 23 <2)xg6 fxg 6 24 
Wxg 6 + 4f8 25 Wf 6 + Af 7 26 Wxe 5 We 6 
V2-V2 V.Baklanov-D.Rook, correspon¬ 
dence 2003 . 

18.. .5fe8 

Black maintains the tension. He can 
also initiate an immediate slugfest with 

18.. .Wb4+ 19 &fl Axh3 20 ^g5 Axg2+ 
21 4 , xg2 £if6, afteT which 22 h5 £ieg4 
23 Axg4 Wxg4+ 24 ‘i’fl Sad8 25 hxg6 
Sdl+ 26 Sxdl Wxdl+ 27 &g2 Wg4+ 28 
^fl Wdl+ 29 &g2 Wg4+ was drawn in 
G.Kaidanov-F.FioTito, Buenos AiTes 2003. 

19 &fl 

Perhaps White should look to bail 
out with 19 Wd2, although Black has 
good compensation foT the pawn afteT 

19.. .Wxd 2 + 20 <S>xd 2 Sad 8 . 

19.. .5ad8 20 Sel Ag4 

Black’s beautifully-centTalized pieces 
give him excellent play. 
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21 g3 ±xh3+ 22 Sxh3 Wd4 23 h5 

AfteT 23 £}g5 ®f6 White’s position is 
a shambles. 

23.~Wxe4 24 hxg6 fxg6 25 Wh7+ £,18 26 
^4^5 27^X37^7 

Here Black’s extTa piece was woTth 
more than the pawns in W.Mann- 
A.Kondziela, correspondence 2008. 

B12) 14-.V b4 



This was PetuTsson’s recommenda¬ 
tion. 

15Wd2 

PetuTsson describes this as a "miser¬ 
able TetTeat”. Most of the alternatives 
aTe even worse, but White does have 


one odd-looking try that is difficult to 
evaluate: 

a) 15 h5? £>g4 16 Wf4 (also losing aTe 
16 ±xg4 £>d3+ and 16 Wd2 Wxd2+ 17 
< S’xd2 <£\xf2) I6...<£\xf2! wins for Black. 

b) 15 f3 <£>d3+ 16 ^.xd3 Wxg2, as 
given by PetuTsson, is winning foT Black. 

c) 15 £sh3 £\c 2 + 16 &dl Wxc3 17 
Sxc2 Wal+ 18 Icl Wd4+ is much better 
f ot Black. 

d) 15 £\dll? is a stTange, Tather des- 
peTate-looking move. However, matters 
aTe not so clean l5...Wd4l 16 <£>f3 (in¬ 
stead 16 h5 <£>g4 17 ®g5 Wxe4 18 hxg6 
Wxg6 19 Wd2 was C.HoTvath-Y.Zim- 
meTman, Hungarian League 1997, and 
here 19...Sae8 looks good foT Black) 
l6...Wxe4 17 £>g5 We5l? (instead 
17~£sd3+ 18 'ifl Wf4 19 Sc2 £g4 20 g 3 
Wf5 21 ^.xg4 'S'xg4 22 £>e3 ®h5 23 
Wxh5 gxh5 24 & g2 d5 25 cxd5 was 
drawn here in V.BoTeisis-G.AlmeT, corre¬ 
spondence 2007; 25 ...b5 would be dy¬ 
namically balanced) 18 <£>e3 is quite 
murky. 



That said, afteT l8...Wb2! (instead 
l8...Sfe8 19 h5 £>xh5 20 a3 1T)2 21 0-0 
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was unclear in A.Khalifman-V.Babula, 
German League 2001, and here Golubev 
suggests 21...Wxe2) 19 Sdl Sae8! (afteT 
19-Sfe8 20 h5 Jlxc 4 Golubev points out 
that 21 0-0! Wxe2 22 hxg6 Wh5 23 gxf7+ 
Axf7 24 Wxf6 is good for White) 20 h 5 
(ot 20 4fl ±f5! 21 h5 Sxe3 22 fxe3 
^.d3! - Golubev) 20...jLxc4l 21 ilxc4 
(probably better is 21 0-0, but Black has 
no problems afteT 21... 1 i r xe2 22 hxg6 
Wh5 23 Wxh5 <^xh5 24 ^xc4 fxg6) 

21.. .5xe3+! 22 &f l (22 fxe3? Wc3+ wins 
foT Black) 22...Wxf2+! 23 &xf2 £>g4+ 24 
&gl £sxh6 25 hxg6 4^7! if anyone is 
betteT.it’s Black. 

15.. .Wxd2+16 &xd2 



16.. .£>c6!? 

It turns out that allowing £sb5 is not 
so dangerous, so Black avoids weaken¬ 
ing himself on the b-file and TecentTal- 
izes his knight. Black has also tTied 

16.. .a6: 17 fibl Sab8 18 ®f3 b5 19 a3 
bxc4! 20 £>g5 £>d3 21 ±xd3 cxd3 22 
&xd3 £>g4 23 &e2 ±c4+ 24 ^3 £>e5+ 
25 r ^e3 was A.Raetsky-C.Troyke, Cux- 
haven 1993, and now both 25 ...f6 and 

25.. ~£.b3 look slightly betteTfoT Black. 


17 f3 

White covers the g4-squaTe and pro¬ 
tects the e4-pawn in preparation foT 
£sb5, but this weakens some new 
squares. Bad is 17 h5 gxh5 18 Jbch5 
.tixc4, while 17 ii.d3 can be met by 

17.. .£ie5 ot 17...£ig4 with a good posi¬ 
tion. 

17.. .^h5! 18 <£b5 ^g3 19 Sh2 Sac8!? 

The d-pawn is poisoned, so Black 
covers the c7-squaTe. 

20i.d3 

Not 20£>xd6?Scd8. 

20.. .£>e5 21 $)e 2 



21.. .<^xc4+l? 

A radical idea. Black will win the ex¬ 
change in a peculiar way, but his knight 
will be semi-tTapped. It is also possible 
to play 21...a6l? 22 <£sa3 (Black also has 
the initiative afteT 22 £sxg3 axb5 23 
cxb5 Sa8 24 Sc 2 Sa3 25 JLe2 2fa8) 

22.. .£>xd3 23 &xd3 £>xe2 24 &xe2 f5 
with some initiative. 

22 ±xc4 

Not 22 Sxc4 £sfl+. 

22.. .JlXC4 23 Sxc4 

Black is much better afteT 23 £ixg3 


225 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


±xb5 24 h 5 &g7 25 h6+ &h7, but White 
could try 23 <£>xa7 ilxe2 24 4 jxc 8 Bxc8 
25 Eh3 £>h5 26 <S>xe2 £>f4+ 27 ‘i’eS 
£>xh3 28 Ebl! (28 gxh3 b5 gives Black a 
cleaT advantage) and now: 

a) 28...d5 29 gxh3 (if 29 exd5? He8+ 
and the knight escapes) 29...d4+ 30 <id3 
Sa8 is slightly better for Black according 
to KTameT. 

b) 28...Sa81? is another path to a 
good rook endgame: 29 gxh3 (White is 
even worse off afteT 29 Sxb7 d5l when 
30 exd5 again loses to 30...Se8+ and 30 
gxh3 d4+ 31 &d3 Sxa2 favours Black) 

29.. .5xa2 30 Sxb7 Sa6 31 fid7 *g7 and 
Black has some chances. 

23.. .£sfl+ 24 *el thxhl 



Black is up the exchange and a 
pawn. Even if White manages to catch 
the h2-knight, Black has good chances. 
KTameT gives White’s best chance to 
survive as 25 £>xd6 Sc7 26 ftb5 fic6 27 
£ixa7 Sa6 28 £)b5 Exa 2 29 Sxc5 Sd8 
when Black is only a little better. Instead 
afteT 25 ^2? Efd8! it proved too diffi¬ 
cult to contain Black’s pawns: 26 £>f4 a6 
27 <£>a3 Ee8 28 ftd5 &g7 29 fte3 b5 30 


Eel f5 31 exf5 Se5l 32 fxg6 d5 33 <^ac 2 
Hd8 34 g4 d4 35 £>f5+ ‘i’xge 36 *g3 
He 2 37 h5+ 4f7 38 h6 &g6 39 £>cxd4 
cxd4 40 Sc7 d3 41 h7 Sc 2 42 Sg7+ &f6 
43 &f4 Sd4+ 44 £>xd4 <S>xg7 0-1 
M. BTeazu-S. KTamer, correspondence 
1999. White neveT managed to round 
up Black’s wayward knight. 

B2) 10 £xd6 

This is the natural continuation and 
is more consistent with White’s choice 
of 8th move. He simply takes the pawn. 

10...Se8 



Now White has to decide how hun¬ 
gry he is feeling. 11 £>f3 is almost al¬ 
ways played, but I will also pay special 
attention to the tricky 11 ilxc5 as rec¬ 
ommended by Flear in Dangerous 
Weapons: The King’s Indian. We exam¬ 
ine: 

B21:11&XC5 
B22:114^3 

OtheT moves aTe justifiably TaTe: 
a) 11 Jb<b8 Exb8 (ll...Wxb81?) 12 


226 


Averbakh Variation, 6...C5 7 d5 h6 


Wxd8 Sbxd8 gives Black good compen¬ 
sation. He is well ahead in development 
and could continue with ...£sd7 followed 
by ...£}e5 or ...<£\b6. 

b) 11 e5 is a typical advance, but 
here it is pooTly timed: ll...<£>fd7 12 f4 
(12 <£>f3 <^c6 just wins back the pawn 
with a good position for Black) 12 ...g 5 ! 
13 Wd 2 gxf4 14 Wxf4 ®c6 15 £sf3 
£>dxe5! 16 Axes ®xe5 17 £>xe5 Wd4l 18 
Wxd4 (18 £>d3 .&xc4 19 0 - 0-0 Jb<d3 20 
Wxd4 cxd4 21 Jtxd3 dxc3 leaves Black a 
pawn up) I8...cxd4 and Black wins back 
the piece with an excellent position. 

B2l) 11 Axc5 



This greedy capture has haTdly been 
mentioned, let alone played. Still, it is 
obviously critical. White is now two 
pawns up! Nevertheless, I believe Black 
has good chances here and it is not 
without Teason that White almost al¬ 
ways plays Line B22 instead. 

ll...Wa5 

This move has to be coTTect. Black at¬ 
tacks the c5-bishop and threatens 
...<£>xe4. Instead afteT ll...Wc8 12 ,&e3 


jk.xc4 13 Scl We6 14 ilxc4 Wxc4 15 f3 
£>c6 16 4ige2 (FleaT) White is much bet¬ 
ter. Black has regained part of his in¬ 
vestment, but has nothing to show foT 
his pawn deficit. 

12 b4 

There is not much else. 12 Jtd4 <£>c6 
gives Black too many threats. 

12.. .Wa6 

FleaT also analyses 12...Wa3?! 13 
£>b5!, but I think Black should stay away 
from this. 

13 A&A 

Bad is 13 b5? Wa5, while afteT 13 
£>b5 £>xe4! 14 £>c7 Wc6 (14...&C3+ 15 
&fl £>d2+ 16 Wxd2 i.xd2 17 ®xa6 
<£>xa6 also looks good f ot Black) 15 <£>xe8 
Ac 3+ 16 ^fl 4id2+ 17 Sel Black can 
take a draw ot tTy 17...£sxc4+ (instead 
Ivkov gives 17...Wxg2, but then 18 Wcl! 
£ie4+ 19 Wxc3 £>xc3 20 £>f6+ ‘S’g7 21 
.*Lf3 favours White) 18 ifl 4id2+ 19 
4>el £ie 4+ 20 &fl £>a6!?. 

13.. .1.xc414 e5 



A critical position. 

14...Wc6! 

Instead Flear points out that 
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14.. ~&xe2 15 £>gxe2 hgA 16 b5 We6 17 
f4 left White a pawn to the good in 
J.Ehmrooth-V.Haijunpaeae, correspon¬ 
dence 1988. Also 14...£>fd7 (given an 
exclam by FleaT) 15 f4 f6 16 hdS Wc6 17 
The 3 .&xe 2 18 hxe 2 fxe5 19 fxe5 .&xe5 
20 0-0 was J.EhmTooth-H.SaTink, corre¬ 
spondence 1995, when FleaT coTTectly 
observes that despite the fact that Black 
has regained his pawns, White is much 
better because of his better develop¬ 
ment and safeTking. 

Black does have a decent alternative 
though in 14...£sh5l? 15 b5 (afteT 15 
JLxh5 £>c6! White is facing too many 
threats with his king stuck in the centre) 

15.. .®e6 16 Jbcli 5 gxh5 17 hge2 (tusTi- 
ing to develop; instead 17 f4 allows 
Black to open the position with 17... a6! 
when he will get c6 foT his knight) 

17.. ~&xe5 18 0-0 hd7 19 Sel Sad8 with 
a very active position in Tetum foT the 
shattered structure. 

15 exf6 

This is critical, but very Tisky. Instead 
15 £>f3 iLxe2 16 Wxe2 hgA 17 h3 (ot 17 
0-0 hd7 winning back the pawn with 
equality) 17...£sxe5 18 £>xe5 and now 
Black should avoid l8...Wxg2?! 19 0-0-0 
Wg5+ 20 We3 Wxe3+ 21 fxe3 ^.xe5 22 
iLxe5 Sxe5 23 Sd8+, and simply play 

18.. .^.xe5 19 iLxe5 hd7 20 0-0 (not 20 
f4? £>xe5 and the c3-knight is hanging) 

20.. .£>xe5 when he is at least equal. 
15-..®xg2 16 fxg7 

AfteT 16 4’d2 Black should avoid 

16.. .Wxhl? 17 -&xc4l when Wg4 is a big 
threat, and instead play I6...4ic6! in¬ 


tending ...nad8 when White is in trou¬ 
ble. 

le.-.Wxhl 17 <&fl 

Or 17 4d2 £>c6! 18 i.xc4 £>xd4 19 
hge2 Wxdl+ 20 Sxdl Sad8 with beau¬ 
tiful centralization. 



White has big problems here: foT ex¬ 
ample, 21 hx d4 Sxd4+ 22 jk.d3 Sxb4,21 
^.d3 Thf3+ 22 <&cl hx h2 ot 21 <4>cl 
hxe2+ 22 lkxe2 Sc8 23 ^2 Hxc3 24 
^xc3 Sxe2. In all three cases Black has a 
cleaT advantage in the ending. 

17.. J^-xe2+18 £icxe2 hc6 19 ^.f6 Wxh2 
204ig3 

Black also has a good position afteT 
the alternative 20 b5 He6! 21 iLc3 Hd8 
22 Wc2 They. 

20 .. . 1.6 

Black continues to play in the centre. 

20.. .£>xb4 is also possible. 

21 .&C3 

If 21 Wf3 2ae8 intending ...The 5 with 
counteTplay. 

21.. .Wh4 22 &g2 2d8 

Black intends ...hdA. The position is 
unclear, but I pTefeT Black, who is the 
better coordinated. 
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This is the main line. White is satis¬ 
fied with his extra pawn and huTTies to 
complete his development. Black has 
two important moves here: 

B221: 11...&C6 

B222:ll.J»b6 

The first of these is the traditional 
main line, but it has been pTetty well 
worked out and leads to an ending that 
is not very fun for Black. The second line 
has proven to be quite sound and has 
been Black’s more common choice of 
late. 


B221) ll...£>c6 



This is very natural, but the main 
line leads to an ending where Black is 
down a pawn. I decided to coveT it any¬ 
way, however, because the deviations 
along the way aTe instructive and this 
line could prove to be a good theoretical 
solution if Black can indeed achieve an 
easy draw. Special attention should be 
paid to Black’s 19th move, as the road to 
equality there may prove to be simpler 
than in the main line. 

12 0-0£>d4 

Black must force the pace. Instead 

12 .. .Wb 6 ? fails to 13 £>a4, while 12...Wa5 
does not hold up too well afteT 13 £>d2 
Sed8 14 i<-f4! (better than 14 £>b3 Wb6 
15 £sa4 Wb4 16 £>bxc5 ii.xc4 17 icxc4 
Wxc4 18 £>xb7 £>xe4 19 Scl Wb5 20 
£>xd8 Hxd8 21 Wc2 £>d4 22 Wxe4 £>e2+ 
23 i’hl £>xcl 24 Sxcl 2xd6 when Black 
was doing well in the well-known game 
LAlburt-G.Kasparov, Daugavpils 1978) 

14.. .£)d4 15 £id5. 

13 e5 

Instead 13 .&xc5?! £>xe2+ 14 Wxe2 
Wc8! wins material, while 13 £>xd4 cxd4 
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14 Wxd4 ^xe4 15 Wxe4 Wxd6 gives 
Black the initiative afteT 16 Wxb7 (16 
Wc2? i.f5) l6...Bab8 17 Wxa7 Bxb2. The 
retreat 13 ^.g3 is not so bad, however: 

a) 13...1 f b6 14 e5 £)d7 15 ^xd4 cxd4 
16 4ia4 (16 4id5 .&xd5 17 cxd5 4ixe5 is 
comfortable foT Black) l6...Wa6 17 f4 f6 
(instead 17...-*-Xc4 18 Axc4 Wxc4 19 b3 
looks better foT White) 18 exf6 (afteT 18 
c5 Wc6 19 Wxd4?l fxe5 20 fxe5 Black has 

20.. .£ixe5! with the idea 21 ,&xe5 .&xe5 
22 Wxe5 .&d5, but White could try 19 
Af3l?) I8...£ixf6 19 Bel i.f5 20 ±f3 
Bac8 21 b3 £te4 gave Black compensa¬ 
tion for the pawn in T.Tukmakov- 
J.Mestel, Plovdiv 1983. 

b) 13..~&g4 is untTied, but looks sim¬ 
plest: 14 e5 (14 £ixd4 cxd4 15 ^.xg4?l 
dxc3 favours Black) 14...^h5 15 ^xd4 
cxd4 16 ,&xg4 £ixg3 17 hxg3 dxc3 18 
Wxd8 (18 bxc3 Bxe5 is also fine foT 
Black) l8...Eaxd8 19 f4 f6 with equality. 

13.. .<5id7 



14 <£>xd4 

White has a couple of otheT tries 
here, but they do not look too danger¬ 
ous: 


a) 14 Bel £ic6 15 £ie4 (15 £)d5 Sc8 
16 Wb3 £}dxe5 gives Black good play 
afteT either 17 ilxe5 £>xe5 18 Wxb7?l 
Bb8 19 Wxa7 Axd5 20 cxd5 Sxb 2 ot 17 
jk.xc5 4ixf3+18 Jb<f3 b6 with the idea of 
,j£>a5) 15...b6 (ot I5...£}dxe5 with coun- 
teTplay against the c4-pawn) 16 ii.fl 
was W.Uhlmann-A.AdoTjan, Amsterdam 
1971. Now the simple I6...£)dxe5 is 
pleasant f ot Black. 

b) 14 ^b5 and now: 



bl) 14...^xf3+ 15 Axf3 £ixe5 (ot 

15...^.xc4 16 &C7 icxfl 17 *xfl ^xe5 18 
£xb7 Bb8 19 £ixe8 Bxb7 20 £ixg7 Bd7 
and Black won back the piece with a 
level position in I.FaTago-O.De la Riva 
Aguado, Benasque 1993) 16 Jbcb7 Bb8 
17 ii.xb8 Wxb8 18 JLd5 &xc4 19 iLxc4 
&xc4 20 £id6 iLe 2 21 Bel Wxb2 22 Wd5 
Be6 was I.FaTago-G.Van Laatum, DieTen 
1990. Here White should try 23 Babl 
Wd4 24 Wa8+ 4>h7 25 £ixf7 when the 
position is uncleaT according to FaTago. 

b2) 14...^xb5 15 cxb5 and now in¬ 
stead of 15...^.g4? 16 Bel! Wb6 (F.VisieT 
Segovia-H.Ree, Las Palmas 1973) when 
17 ^.c4l is strong, Black could play 
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15with the idea of ...£>xe5. 

14...cxd4 



15 Wxd4 

Instead 15 4jb5 is not dangerous, in 
view of 15...^xe5 16 c5 d3 (also possible 
is 16 ...£>c 4 17 <£>c7 £)xd6 18 cxd6 Wxd6 

19 £ixa8 Hxa8 with compensation in 
PIukacs-E.BTondum, Montana CTans 
1976, but the text move is more ambi¬ 
tious) 17 .&xd3 Sc8 (not 17...£ixd3 18 
Wxd3 Sc8 19 fiadl Wa5 because White 
had the shot 20 Ac7l in W.Uhlmann- 
M.Damjanovic, Cienfuegos 1973, with 
the idea 20...Sxc7 21 b4) 18 Jle 2 <£jc 4 
and now: 

a) 19 b3 £>b2l 20 td (20 Wd2? 
Hxc5) 20...JLd7l hits the e2-bishop. AfteT 
21 £>c 3 (or 21 lei Sxe2 22 Sxe2 £sd3 21 
Wd2 jk.f5! with the idea of ...Sxc5) 

21...1 f a5! 22 b4 Wxb4 23 £id5 Wd4 Black 
has the uppeT hand. 

b) 19 Scl £ixb2 20 Wd2 Ad7 (ot 

20 ...a6 21 £>d4 ±d5 22 Wxb2 Wg5 23 q 3 
Axd4 24 Wxd4 Hxe2 with an equal posi¬ 
tion) 21 Sc2 was C.HoTvath-P.SpiTiev, 
Budapest 1991. Now PetuTsson pointed 
out that 21 ...a6! throws White off bal- 
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ance: foT example, 22 4^a7 (both 22 <£>a3 
and 22 4 ^c 3 aTe well met by 22...<^a4) 

22.. .5a8 23 c6 Sxa7 24 cxd7 Wxd7 when 
Black has an extTa pawn. 

After the text, the next several moves 
aTe forced: 

15.. .^xe5 16 i.xe5 Wxd4 17 Axd4 
icxd4 18 Sad Sad8 

Worse is I8...2ac8 19 b3 a6 20 ,&f3 
b5 because of 21 i.b7l. 

19 b3 



19...Axc3 

Black gives up his bishop with hopes 
to liquidate the queenside. This is the 
accepted procedure, but I would be 
tempted to play 19...^.e5l? 20 JLf3 Sd3: 
foT example, 21 £>bll? (afteT 21 4jb5?! 
a6 White experiences some difficulties, 
while both 21 £)d5 Sd2 and 21 £)e4 b6 
should give Black sufficient compensa¬ 
tion f ot the pawn) 21...b6 22 Hcdl Sed8 
(22...±f5l?) 23 ±d5l (23 Sxd3 Sxd3 24 
Sdl JLf5 gives Black good play) 
23 ...Sxdl 24 Hxdl b5 25 £>d2 ±xd5 26 
£sfl Sd7l 27 cxd5 'ifS and Black has 
good chances to hold. 

20 Sxc3 Sd2 21 i.f3 Sxa2 
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Worse is 21 ...b6 22 a4. Black wants to 
exchange pawns. 

22 Axb7 2b8 



Black hopes that his active pieces 
combined with the possibility of ...a5-a4 
will allow him to liquidate into a drawn 
ending. Adorjan once claimed that Black 
had a cleaT route to a draw in this end¬ 
game, but I have not found it! 

23 Af3 

This is not the commonest move, but 
I think it causes Black the most prob¬ 
lems. Instead 23 Ac6 Sa3 is not so dan¬ 
gerous afteT either 24 Ab5 a6 25 Aa4 
Sb4 26 Bccl Axc4 27 bxc4 Saxa4 28 c5 
Sb7 ot 24 Aa4 Sb4 25 Sfcl Axc4 26 
Sxc4 Sxc4 27 bxc4 Sxa4 28 c5 Se4 
(PetuTsson). 

White does have an important alter¬ 
native in 23 Ae4, which has actually 
been played more frequently and with 
gTeateT success than 23 Af3. AfteT 
23-.Sa3 24 Ac2 a5 White has: 
a) 25 f 4 a4 26 f5 and now: 
al) 26...gxf5 27 Sg3+ &f8 28 bxa4 
Sxg3 29 hxg3 Sb2 30 Axf5 with a cleaT 
advantage in W.Uhlmann-A.Sznapik, 


Zinnowitz 1981, as afteT 30...Axc4 31 
Sal Ad5 White has 3 2 Ah 3 . 

a2) 26...Axf5 should hold: 27 Axf5 
gxf5 28 Sg3+ if8 29 bxa4 Sxa4 30 Sc3 
Sb2 31 Sxf5 Saa2 32 Sg3 Sc2 33 Sg4 
(ot 33 h3 Sxc4 34 Sf6 h5 35 Sh6 h4 36 
Sg4 Vi-Vi W.Uhlmann-W.Schmidt, East 
Germany 1981) 33 .h5 34 Sgg5 <4>e7 
(also possible is PetuTsson’s suggestion 
34...Sal+ 35 Sfl Sxfl+ 36 *xfl Sxc4 37 
Sxh5 Sc2) 35 h3 f6 36 Sg6 Sxc4 37 
2gxf6 Sal+ 38 <&h2 h4 39 Sh6 Saa4 40 
Sff6 Se4 V 2 -V 2 W.Sapis-M.Jasinski, cor¬ 
respondence 1995. 

b) 25 Se3 Sa2 (afteT 25... < 4 > g7 both 26 
h3 and 26 Scl have scored well foT 
White) 26 Axg6 (White should not get 
careless, because both 26 Scl? Axc4! 
with the idea 27 bxc4? Sxc2 and 26 
Adi? a4 27 bxa4 Axc4 28 Sfel Sbl lead 
him into difficulties) and now: 



bl) 26...Sb2 27 Sbl! (Black’s idea 
was illustrated afteT 27 Ae4 S8xb3 28 
Sal Axc4 29 Sxb3 Axb3 30 Sxa5 Sa 2 
31 Sxa2 Axa2 32 f4f6 33 *f2 &f7 with 
a dTaw in E.BaTeev-V.Akopian, Moscow 
1989) 27...Sxbl+ 28 Axbl Axc4 29 Ac2 
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Ae6 30 Sc3 and White has consolidated 
his extra pawn. 

b 2 ) 26...a4 27 bxa4 Axc4 28 Abl 
(similar is 28 Ad 3 Axd3 29 Sxd3 Sxa4) 

28.. .5ab2 29 Ad3 Axd3 30 Sxd3 Sa2 31 
g3 Sxa4 32 Sei was E.Bareev- 
W.Watson, Sochi 1988. This should be a 
draw, but with all fouT rooks on the 
board, the defence is not trivial and in 
fact Watson failed to hold. 

23.. .5a3 24 AdlaS 



Black has held this position more of¬ 
ten than not, but I am not convinced the 
defence is so simple: 

a) 25 Se3 Sb4 (both 25 ...&f 8 and 
25-Sa2 have been tTied, while 25-.a4 
26 bxa4 Sxe3 27 fxe3 Axc4 28 Sf4 Sbl 
29 Sxc4 Sxdl+ 30 4f2 allowed White to 
keep pressing and he eventually pre¬ 
vailed in D.BaTlov-C.RamayTat, New York 
1986) 26 h3 (instead 26 Sfel Sal 27 
Ac2 Sa2 28 Axg6 Sb2 is given by 
Petursson, but as in variation ‘bl’ above, 
29 Sbl! gives Black some problems) 

26...Sal 27 Ac2 (White would be the 
one trying to hold afteT 27 Ag4? Sxfl+ 
28 &xfl Sxb3 ot 27 Sfel?! a4 28 bxa4 


Sbbl 29 Sd3 Axc4 30 Sd8+ *g7 31 
4>h2 Ab3 32 Axb3 Sxel 33 Sd7) 
27-Sa2 28 Sc3 (here too 28 Axg6 Sb2 
29 Sbl is a better try) 28...Sa3l draws 
easily and is better than 28 ...a4 29 bxa4 
Sxc4 30 Sxc4 Axc4 31 Scl Ae6. 

b) 25 Scl Sc 8 26 Sel a4 27 bxa4 (27 
Se3 was seen in LAlburt-V.Ciocaltea, 
Bucharest 1978, and here PetuTsson 
points out that 27-Sa2! 28 bxa 4 Sxc 4 
29 Sbl Sd 4 gives Black enough activity 
to hold the balance) 27...Sxc4 28 Sxc 4 
Axc4 29 Ac 2 (29 f 3 ^f 8 30 &f2 Sa 2 + 31 
4>g3 Sal 32 &f2 Sa2+ 33 &g3 Vi-Vt was 
L.Oll-M.Saltaev, Tashkent 1986) and 
now: 



bl) 29...Ad5 30 h3! (White’s h-pawn 
proved vulnerable afteT 30 h4 Ac6 31 
Sdl Sa 2 32 Ab3 Sa3 33 Sd6 Sxb3 34 
Sxc6 Sbl+ 35 < S’h2 Sb4 with a dTaw in 
L.Polugaevsky-G.Kasparov, Bugojno 
1982 ) 30 ..Ac 6 31 Sdl $f8 32 Sd6 Sc3 
33 Adi Scl 34 ^h2 *67 35 Sd4 and 
White had consolidated his extTa pawn 
in Glotz-O.DobieTzin, correspondence 
1990. 

b2) Perhaps 29...Sa2l? 30 Scl Ae6 
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could be a better try. 

Unfortunately this line only shows 
Black aspiring foT half a point if White 
knows his stuff. Holding this endgame is 
haTdly a trivial matter, but I still believe 
it is useful to study ll...<53c6. Perhaps 

19...ice5!? is the way forward foT Black, 
from both a theoretical and practical 
point of view. 

B222) ll...Wb6 



This is the favoured continuation 
nowadays. Black makes a thematic 
move and avoids the suffering of the 
last line. He threatens 12...Wxb2 and 
White must also be waTy of 12...Sd8, 
pinning the bishop. 

12 JLxb8 

White avoids the pin on the d-file by 
quickly exchanging his bishop. Trading 
an active bishop foT an undeveloped 
knight is a concession of soTts, but 
White hopes to quickly consolidate his 
extTa pawn. OtheT moves have scored 
pooTlyfoT White: 

a) 12 Wd2 <53c6 (this looks better than 

12...Sd8 13 e5 <53e8 14 Hdl) 13 0-0 (afteT 


13 <53a4 £ixe4! 14 4<3xb6 <?3xd2 15 <53xa8 
<53xf3+ 16 iLxf3 ilxc4+ 17 *d 2 Sd8! 
Black has excellent play) 13...Sed8 in¬ 
tending ...<53e8 looks good foT Black, and 

14 e4 is met by 14...<53xe5l. 

b) 12 0-0 Sd8 13 e5 <53e8 14 <53d5 (af¬ 
ter 14 <?3e4 <S3xd6 both 15 exd6 f5 and 15 
£sxd6 <53c6 cleahy favour Black) 

14....&xd5 15 Wxd5 43xd6 16 Sadi <53c6 
17 exd6 <?3d4 18 £sxd4 Sxd6 19 We4 
iLxd4 20 b3 Se6 21 Wc2 Sae8 22 JLf3 h5 
and Black had a slight initiative in 
A. Aleksandrov- R. Wojtaszek, WaTsa w 
2009. 

c) 12 e5 and now: 

cl) 12...Wxb2 13 <23b5 (13 fcl Wxcl+ 
14 Sxcl <S3fd7 is certainly fine foT Black) 
13 ...Wb4+ (13 ...<53e4 is also fine, but 14 
Sbl Wxa2 15 Sal Wb2 16 Sbl is just a 
dTaw) 14 <?3d2 (14 Wd 2 <?3e4! 15 Wxb4 
cxb4 16 <53 c 7?! <?3xd6 17 c5 <53d7 18 cxd6 
£sxe5 is good foT Black, while 14 ‘S’fl 
J.xc4 15 <53 c 7 <?3a6 16 <23xe8 <23xe8! is 
faiTly level, but unbalanced) 14...£se4 
and now: 



ell) 15 Sbl Wa5 16 .&C7?! (after this 
Black starts to gain the uppeT hand; in- 
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stead 16 4ic7 4ic3 is bad, so White 
should tTy 16 f3l?) I6...b6 17 .&d3 (afteT 
17 ±f3 i.xc4! 18 i.xe4 jbcb5 19 Axa8? 
±xe5 the white king is caught in the 
CTossfiTe) 17...^.f5 and Black was clearly 
better in M.Kutsykh-M.Golubev, Odessa 
2010 . 

cl2) 15 £ic7 ^c6 (Black could try to 
complicate with 15...Sd8l? when 16 
4ixa8 4ixd2 17 Wxd2 #xd2+ 18 < ±>xd2 
.kxe5 is very good, while 16 Sbl 'B f xd2+ 
17 Wxd2 4ixd2 is unclear) 16 4ixa8 
Bxa8 17 Sbl has the idea of 17...Wa5 18 
Sb5 Wc3 19 Sb3 with a draw. 

c2) I2...4ifd7 and now: 

c2l) 13 0-0 4ic6 14 £ia4 Wa5 15 a3 
4idxe5 16 4ixe5 4ixe5 17 b4 cxb4 18 
axb4 Wd8 19 Scl 4ic6! (also good is 

19.. .41xc4 20 Jlxc4 Jlxc4 21 Sxc4 and 
now 21...b5 22 Bc6 bxa4 23 Wxa4 Se6 is 
equal, but Black could try foT more with 

21.. .5e6!?) 20 4ic5 jLc8 21 Af3 4id4 22 
kg3 Wb6 23 4ie4 was LAlburt-M.Heb- 
den, Hastings 1983/84, and now 

23.. ~&g4! 24 ^.xg4 Sxe4 gives Black the 
initiative. 

c22) 13 <£>b5 4ic6! and here: 



C221) 14 &C7 Wa615 0-0 Sec8 (Black 
could also venture 15...£idxe5 16 Axes 
4ixe5 17 4ic7 4ixf3+ 18 JLxf3 Wxc4 19 
4ixa8 Sxa8 20 b3 Wa6 21 Bel Wxa2 22 
Bxc5 Axb3) 16 Wb3 4idxe5 17 4ixe5 
4ixe5 18 JLxe5 .&xe5 is level. 

C222) 14 4ic7 4idxe5 15 4ixe5 £ixe5 
16 4ixa8 (safeT is 16 4ixe8 Bxe8 17 
Axes Axes, although Black will quickly 
win a pawn and have decent compensa¬ 
tion foT the exchange) l6...Wb4+ (also 
possible is I6...'i , a5+ 17 &fl 4ixc4! 18 
4ic7 Bd8 19 4ixe6 Bxd6 20 ,&xc4 Sxdl+ 
21 Bxdl fxe6) 17 Ail (17 Wd2 loses to 
17-4id3+! 18 Jb<d3 .&g4+) 17...£ixc4! 
and Black has a powerful initiative. 

12.. .5axb8 13 Wc2 ?jh5 14 g3 

Instead 14 0-0 4if4 15 Sfel 4ixe2+ 
16 Wxe2 (if 16 Sxe2 Axc4) I6...#b4 17 
4id5 ®xb2 wins back the pawn, while 
14 4id2 4tf4 15 ^.fl (ot 15 .&f3 Wxb2!) 
15 -.Bbd 8 ! 16 g3 4ih3 17 Jb<h3 Jb<h3 18 
0-0-0 gives Black good play afteT 

18.. .Wa5 ot even I8...ilxc3!? 19 Wxc3 
Wa6 with the idea of ...Sd4. 



AfteT the text, Black has the bishop- 
pair and a lead in development, but 
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White’s position is very solid. Black has a 
difficult decision to make. 

14.. .Ah3!? 

This is the most enterprising move, 
but 14...icxc3+ has been more popular. 
White has: 

a) 15 bxc3 AgA 16 h3 (afteT 16 £id2 
Axe2 17 &xe2 We6 18 f3 Sbd8 Black 
had good compensation for the pawn in 
G.Agzamov-V.Chekhov, Telavi 1982) 

16.. .Jb(f3 17 Axf3 We6 and now: 

al) 18 0-0 Wxh3 19 Sfel <2if6 is at 
least equal foT Black. 

a 2 ) 18 ifl £if6 19 Bel Wxc4+ 20 
< 4 , g2 and now 20... b5 was fine foT Black 
in J.GoTiatchkin-I.Kumosov, OTsk 2001, 
while 20...Se5l? may be even better. 

a3) 18 0-0-0 b5l? (more aggressive 
than l8...Wxc4) 19 Bhel bxc4 (better 
than 19...b4, as in A.Yennolinsky- 
S.KindeTmann, Groningen 1997) 20 e5 
Wa6 21 Sd2 £}g7 22 Ads Sed8 (threat¬ 
ening 23-.Sxd5 24 Sxd5 Wa3+ and 
25 -.Sb 2 ) 23 ^dl £ie6 24 Se4 (24 We4) 

24.. .£id4! and Black had the uppeT hand 
in G.Von Rein-J.Leconte, correspondence 
1999. 

b) 15 Wxc 3 -&h 3 16 e 5 (bad is 16 £id 2 
Ag 2 17 Bgl Jtxe4 18 J.xh5?l J.f5+! 19 
Ae2 We6 as given by Golubev, while 16 
0-0-0 Sxe4 17 ii-d3 is fine foT Black afteT 
either l7...See8 ot l7...Se7) l6..Jtg2 
(Black could also consider the specula¬ 
tive I6...2bd8!? 17 <£d2 ftg7 18 f4 <£e6 
19 4f2 £id4) 17 Bgl icxf3 18 Axf3 Wd6! 
19 <&fl (not 19 Axh5 Bxe5+ 20 Ae2? 
Bbe8) 19...Wxe5 (afteT l9...Sxe5 20 <&g2 
Black could tTy Golubev’s suggestion 


20...£}f6!?, because 20...4}g7?! 21 Badl 
Wc7 22 Bd7! Wxd7 23 Wxe5 Sc8 24 Bdl 
gave White a clear advantage in 
C.HoTvath-A.StummeT, Budapest 1992) 
Teaches an important position foT the 
assessment of 14...^.xc3+. 



White has: 

bl) 20 Wxe5 Sxe5 21 *g 2 £tf6 
(2l...£ig7 is also possible) 22 Sgdl Be6 
23 Bel with a draw in G.Kaidanov- 
F.HelleTS, New York 1993. 

b2) 20 Wa3l? is much more troubling 
foT Black. This idea was basically un¬ 
known before Mikhail Golubev pub¬ 
lished his game with BaTeev in his 2006 
book Understanding the King’s Indian. 
Black has a few possibilities here: 

b2l) 20...b6 21 *g2 (worse is 21 
Wxa7 Wxb2 22 Ag 2 Q)f6 with the idea 
23 Babl Wd4 24 Sxb6 £ie4!) 2l...a5 22 
Bgel Wf6 23 icxh5 gxh5 is dTawish, but 
White can claim a small edge according 
to Golubev. 

b22) 20...£sg7 21 *g2 £se6 22 Bgel (I 
would be more concerned with 22 Wxa7 
Wxb2 23 Bgel when I cannot find any¬ 
thing that is completely satisfactory foT 
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Black) 22..Mf6 23 Ads! £id4 (queried by 
Golubev, but I think this is okay) 24 
Wxc5 and here 24~.£>c2 25 2xe8+ 2xe8 
26 2dl Se2 27 &fl 2xf2+ 28 &gl! 
proved to be good for White in E.BaTeev- 
M.Golubev, Klaipeda 1985. Instead I be¬ 
lieve Black can hold with 24...b6! 25 Wc7 
£>c 2 26 2xe8+ 2xe8 27 2fl (Golubev 
stopped here, considering that White 
was much better) 27-2e2 28 &gl ^b4 
29 Wxa7 ^xd5 30 cxd5 2xb2 when he is 
active enough to hold the balance. 

b23) 20 ...£>f 6 21 i>g 2 (21 Wxa7 g5! 
gives Black counteTplay) and now 21...b6 
22 'S'xay Wxb2 23 labl Wd4 24 figel 
allows White to keep some pressure, 
such as with 24...^g4 25 Axg4 Wxg4 26 
Wxb6!. However, 21...a6! looks very solid. 
15 £>d2 



15...£if6!? 

Black avoids Axh5 and keeps as 
much tension as possible. There aTe 
some otheT possibilities: 

a) 15.~A.d4 16 Axh5 gxh5 17 0 - 0-0 
Wa6 18 ‘S’bl 2ed8 19 f4 was better for 
White in B.Gelfand-V.Akopian, Vilnius 
1988. Black does not have enough play 


to compensate for his pawn deficit. 

b) 15 ...f5 Teally tries to mix it up: 16 
Axh5 gxh5 17 0 - 0-0 fxe4 18 £>dxe4 Af5 
19 f3 was J.Piket-L.Van Wely, Wijk aan 
Zee 1997. Here Piket gives 19~.Wa6 20 
2d 5 (not 20 <5 ^xc5? Axc 2 21 £sxa6 Axdl 
22 <S^xb8 Axf 3 23 2fl Ag4! trapping the 
white knight, while 20 Wb3 Axc3 21 
<£)xc3 2e3 gives Black some compensa¬ 
tion foT the pawn) 20...Axe4 21 £)xe4 
Wxa2 as uncleaT, but this all looks a bit 
speculative to me. 

c) 15~.Axc3l? looks like another good 
option for Black: 16 bxc3 (16 Wxc3 Ag2 
17 Sgl Axe4 18 0-0-0 <Sf6 is certainly 
okay) I6...£sf6 17 f3 2bd8 gives Black 
compensation foT the pawn. One possi¬ 
bility is 18 &f2 Wc6 19 2hel g5! with 
counteTplay. 

16 f3 

This move has not been played be¬ 
fore, but Golubev mentioned it as re¬ 
quiring ‘serious study’. As this position 
is potentially critical, I will delve into it a 
bit. The alternative is 16 0-0-0 Ag2 17 
flhel and now: 

a) 17~Axe4 18 £sdxe4 £)xe4 19 ^d5 
Wa5 20 Ad3 £)g5 was pleasant for Black 
in H.Galje-C.Van deT Kleij, correspon¬ 
dence 1986. 

b) 17~.£ixe4! is more foroing: 18 
<Sdxe4 (18 £)cxe4 Axe4 19 Wb3 Wa5 
also looks good foT Black) l8...Axe4 19 
£)xe4 Sxe4 and Black cleariy holds the 
initiative. 

Black has various possibilities afteT 
the text, such as playing ...2bd8 and 
...£>d7-e5. 


237 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 



16.. .#c6 17 Sf2 

White prepares to develop his king’s 
Took. Instead 17 0-0-0 would be met 
with 17...a6 intending ...b5. 

17.. .£sh7l? 

Black threatens ...iLd4+. 

18 £sb3 f 5!? 

Another idea is I8...£ig5 intending 
...&e6. 

19 exf5 4^f6! 



Now the possibility of ...<£>g4+ is very 
dangerous f ot White. 

20i.fl 

Black has a strong initiative afteT 
both 20 fxg6 £>g4+ 21 &gl i.xc3 22 
bxc3 £)e3 and 20 Shel <£>g4+ 21 ^>gl 


£)e3 22 Wd2 i.xf5. 

20.. 1.xf5 21 i.d3 i h3 22 £>e4 

Both 22 i.fl? and 22 i.xg6? lose to 

22.. .<£>g4+, while afteT 22 Shel <£>g4+ 23 
‘S’gl Sxel+ 24 Sxel £)e5 Black wins 
material. 

22.. .£sd7 

Black could also consider 22...Sf8 ot 

22 ...b6. 

23 £)c3 -&XC3 

Instead 23 ...<£>f6 repeats. 

24 bxc3 

24 Wxc3 £sf6 leaves White haTd- 
ptessed to deal with ...£>g4+. 



24-.£>f6 

This leads to a dTaw, although White 
will have to play accurately. Instead 

24...®e5 25 ie4 Wf6 could be consid¬ 
ered. 

25 Shel ftg4+ 26 Sgl Wxf3 27 ifl! 

Not 27 i.xg6 Sxel+ 28 Sxel Sf8 
with a mating attack and 27 i.e4 ®f6 
looks very uncomfortable foT White. 

27.-Sxel 28 Sxel kxfl 29 Wxg6+ <fcb8 
30Se8+Sxe8 31 Wxe8+ 

The game is a dTaw as White has 
petpetual check. 
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Chapter 9 

Averbakh Variation 

! 

Other Lines 


1 d4 £>f6 2 c4 g6 3 £>c 3 Ag7 4 e4 d6 5 
i.e 2 0-0 6 i_g5 c5 



In this chapter we look at deviations 
from the main line foT both sides. 

A: 7 dxc5 
B: 7 d5 b5 
C: 7 d5 a6 

Line A is a positional continuation 
where White aims foT a Maroczy Bind 
structure. Lines B and C provide Black 
with systems that aTe much less theo¬ 


retical than the main lines of the previ¬ 
ous chapter. Line B is essentially a Benko 
Gambit. Every King’s Indian playeT 
should be familiaT with this type of 
structure, because it is not unusual in 
the King’s Indian foT Black to have the 
opportunity to Teach a ‘good’ Benko. The 
AveTbakh Benko is admittedly quite 
Tisky foT Black, but many AveTbakh play¬ 
ers aTe looking foT a strategic game and 
may feel uncomfortable facing this ac¬ 
tive line. Theory does not look so kindly 
on this variation f ot Black, but there are 
still some unexplored possibilities and 
several possible improvements aTe sug¬ 
gested in the main line and within the 
notes. 

Line C is more positional and is rela¬ 
tively easy to learn. Black feints a Benko 
and White does best to avoid the gam¬ 
bit this time. Play generally Teaches an 
AveTbakh Benoni structure. Here too 
theory considers White to have some 
advantage, but I think Black gets decent 
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play if he knows the correct way to han¬ 
dle the resulting structures. 

A) 7 dxc5 



With this move White creates a Ma- 
Toczy structure. We saw this plan in the 
Fout Pawns Attack, but there White’s 
pawn was on f4 and White haTbouTed 
some attacking ambitions on the king- 
side. In the AveTbakh, this approach 
leads to quieteT play. 

7.. .Wa5 

By threatening ...£>xe4 Black gains 
time to TecaptuTe on c5 with his queen. 
Instead 7...dxc5 is also playable, but I do 
not caTe f ot the positions that arise afteT 
8 e5 £tfd7 9 f4 ®c6 10 4tf3 f6 ot 8 Wxd8 
Sxd8 9e5£sfd710f4. 

8i.d2 

This is considered best. Perhaps 8 
Wd2 looks more natural, but then 

8.. .dxc5l? (8...Wxc5 9 £>f3 ilg4 10 Scl 
4k6 11 iLe3 Wa5 is also playable) 9 £sf3 
(if 9 e5?l Sd8) 9...£>c6 10 0-0 ,&g4 gives 
Black good play on the dark squares: foT 
example, 11 Wf4 ilxf3 12 ilxf3 ftd7 13 
^.h6?l £)de5 14 .&xg7 ^xg7 15 -&e 2 


Wb4 16 Sabi e6 17 Sfcl Sad8 when 
Black had a nice position and pulled off 
an upset in Z.Peng-C.KieffeT, Cappelle la 
GTande 2006. 

8...Wxc5 

Again, 8...dxc5 is possible. AfteT 9 e5 
(if 9 £>f3 -&g4l) 9...^fd7 10 f4 £>c6 11 
<£>f3 f6 the position is unclear. With the 
text move, the Maroczy stmctuTe is 
reached. Both sides have lost some time: 
White with his queen's bishop and Black 
with his queen. 

9<Stf3 

White can also play the slow 9 h3 to 
prevent... ilg4, but Black can be satisfied 
with his position afteT 9--*-e6 10 b3 ^c6 
ot even 9--b6!? 10 £rf3 JLb7, taking aim 
at the e4-pawn. 



9...i-g4 

I like to play this move while I can. If 
Black exchanges bishop foT knight it will 
help him control the dark squares. Also 
creating an imbalance with the minoT 
pieces gives one a better chance to try to 
outplay the opponent and White will 
have to be awaTe of pressure against 
the c4-pawn That said, Black could also 
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play 9-^c6 first or even 9..~&e6!?. 

10 i.e3 

White improves the position of his 
bishop with gain of time and by driving 
the black queen away from c5, the 04- 
pawn will not come undeT pressure. 
Instead 10 0-0 icxf3 (ot just 10...<£sc6 11 
jLe3 Wa5 transposing to the main line) 

11 ,&xf3 £sc 6 (ll...Wxc4? would fail to 

12 e5! but now c4 is attacked, so White 
has to spend a move protecting the 
pawn) 12 ,&e2 (12 b3 could be met by 

12.. .£>d7 ot I2...£sd4) 12...£>d7 and now: 

a) 13 Scl a6 14 b3 Sac8 15 i.e3 
jLd4! was fine foT Black in M.FulleT- 
LEvans, Haifa 1976. 

b) 13 'A’hl Wb6 (not 13...f5? 14 exf5 
gxf5 15 ®d5 with a big advantage in 
M.PetuTsson-E.Mortensen, AaThus 1993) 
14 Sbl Wd8 15 .&e3 £sc5 was solid 
enough foT Black in S.Kishnev-AKuzmin, 
Moscow 1986. 

10.. .Wa5 



11 o-o 

White could also play the immediate 
11 £>d2 &.xe2 12 Wxe2 when 12...£ic6 
will lead to the main line, but Black 


could also consider I 2 ...£sfd 7 !? attack¬ 
ing the c3-knight AfteT 13 Scl Black 
could play 13 ...<£>c6 when White has 
committed his Took to cl TatheT eaTly ot 
else try the greedy 13 ....&XC 3 !? 14 Sxc3 
Wxa2. 

11.. .£sc6 

Black could also tTy the immediate 

11.. .jLxf3 12 i.xf3 £sc6. 

With the text, Black has developed 
efficiently and White will soon have to 
make a decision as to what pieces he 
wants on the board. 

12^d2 

Instead 12 h3 makes little sense afteT 

12.. .1.xf3 13 icxf3 ftd7 because Black 
will often make this exchange voluntar¬ 
ily. White can, howeveT, maintain the 
tension a little longen Some examples: 

a) 12 Scl Sfc8 (otheT moves such as 

12.. .Jb(f3, 12...£>d7 and 12...Sac8 aTe 
possible as well) 13 b3 (13 <£>d2 &xe2 
will lead to the main line, below) 13...a6 

14 a4 Sab8 15 i.d 2 ,&xf3 16 ,&xf3 £sd4 

17 i.e3 ftxf3+ 18 Wxf3 Wb4 19 ®dl b5! 
gave Black good counteTplay in 
V.lvanov-Vloginov, St Petersburg 1999. 

b) 12 a3 Sfc8 (ot 12...i.xf3l? 13 .&xf3 
Sfc8 14 b4 Wd8) 13 b4 #d8 14 Wb3 ®d7 
(also possible is 14...Wf8!?: foT example, 

15 h3 icxf3 16 i.xf3 ftd7 17 Sfdl ftce5 

18 &e 2 ftxc4! 19 Axc4 £>e5 20 Axf7+ 
Wxf7 21 Wxf7+ < &cf7 22 4je2 was drawn 
here in W.Schmidt-A.Sznapik, Tmava 
1984, although Black would have a 
slight initiative afteT either 22 ...^c4 ot 

22.. .5.4). 

Here White has: 
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bl) 15 Had Jixf3 16 JLxf3 .&d4!? is a 
logical attempt to exchange daTk- 
squaTed bishops. 

b2) 15 Sadi £)de5 (this is a sensible 
way to simplify the position) 16 £>xe5 
Axe2 17 £>xe2 (not 17 £>xc6? ^.xdl) 

17.. .£}xe 5 18 c 5 We 8 19 cxd6 exd6 with 
the idea of ...£ic 4 with counteTplay. 

b3) 15 Sfdl a5 (this looks logical, but 
it may not best; Black could also con¬ 
sider 15...b5l? with the idea 16 cxb5 £>a5 
17 bxa5 Sxc3 or 15...£kle5!? 16 £\xe5 
,&xe2 17 £>xe2 £>xe5 18 c5 We8! as in 
variation ‘b’ above) 16 Had (not 16 b5 
,&xf3 17 bxc6 ,&xe2 18 cxb7 ^.xdl 19 
Hxdl Hab8 20 bxc8W Wxc8 when Black 
has the better pawn structure) I6...axb4 
17 axb4 Wf8 18 h3 i.xf3 19 i.xf3 Jth6?! 
20 ,&xh6 Wxh6 21 ,&g4! was good for 
White in E.Meduna-V.Babula, Lazne 
Bohdanec1996. 

12.. JLxe2 13 Wxe2 Sfc8 

There aTe several possibilities here, 
such as 13 ...£>d7, 13-Sac8 and 

13.. .Wh5!?. A relatively simple Maroczy 
structure has been reached. Here the 
light-squaTed bishops have been ex¬ 


changed, which has plusses for both 
sides. 



White has managed to exchange his 
least active minoT piece, while Black can 
be satisfied with exchanging a set of 
pieces because he has less space. The 
position is very similar to the Moscow 
Variation of the Sicilian Defence (l e4 c5 
2 £tf3 d6 3 -&b5+ ±d7 4 Jb<d7+ Wxd7 5 
c4, with a quick d4 to follow). Here 
White’s d2-knight is a bit oddly placed, 
but it does not change the contours of 
the position very much. 

14 Had 

Oth eTS: 

a) 14 f3 £sd7 15 £>b3 Wd8 16 Had 
£>ce5 was pTetty level in Dao Thien Hai- 
Bui Vinh Hue 2005. 

b) 14 Hfcl £>d7 (l4...Wh5l?) 15 Habl 
a6. This is a tTicky move to judge in 
these lines. It is very thematic foT Black 
to try to get in ...b5,but sometimes Black 
would like to have this square available 
foT the queen in OTdeT to pressure the 
c4-pawn. AfteT 16 &hl e6 17 £>b3 Wd8 
18 f4 Hab8 19 Hdl iLf8?! (this is too pas¬ 
sive; 19...We7l? with the unusual idea of 
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20 Wd2 iLxc3 21 Wxc3 £>f6 gives Black 
chances of obtaining counteTplay) 20 
Sd 2 Wc7 21 Sbdl £>d8 22 c5! £>xc5 23 
£ixc5 dxc5 24 Sd 7 Wb6 25 f 5! White had 
a strong attack in M.PetuTsson- 
P.LyTbeTg, Reykjavik 1996. 

c) Likewise, the little push 14 a3 may 
help White to advance on the queen- 
side, but advancing the pawns also cre¬ 
ates some weaknesses: 



14...£ld7 (afteT 14...a6 15 JSacl Jlab8 
16 Sfdl the advance I6...b5?! 17 c5! 
dxc5 18 £\b3 ®c7 19 £>xc5 is very good 
foT White, while I6...#h5 17 Wxh5^xh5 
was solid, although a bit passive foT 
Black in N.Gaphndashvili-M.Voiska, Lu¬ 
cerne Olympiad 1982) 15 ®b3 (15 b4 
#d8 intending ...a5 gives Black enough 
play) 15...^d8!? gave Black a reasonable 
Hedgehog position afteT 16 Sad b6 17 
Sfdl £>ce5 18 £>d5 e6 19 £>f4 We7 20 
£)d4 a6 in ATashkhodzhaev-V.Loginov, 
Tashkent 1986. However, I would pTefeT 
the typical 15 ...Wa6! as suggested by 
Petursson. 

14...£)d7 15 £sb3 

AfteT 15 a3 Black has the usual anay 


of moves to choose from: 15...a6, 
and 15.~'ta6!?. 



15.. .Wa6! 

Instead lS-.WdS was played with 
success in A.Moussa-F.HelleTs, Baguio 
City 1987, but I pTefeT the text move. 

16 f4?! 

It would be moTe pmdent to simplify 
with 16 Sfdl £\ce5 17 c5 Wxe2 18 £>xe2 
£>xc5 (l8...£>g4l?) 19 £>xc5 dxc5 20 £xc5 
£}c6 21 b3 with an equal position. 

16.. .£sb6 17 £id2 

White can tTy to simplify with 17 
^.xb6 Wxb6+ 18 <&hl, but clearly Black 
has no problems and I8...£)b4! would 
give him some initiative. 

17.. .£>a4! 

This is typical move to break down 
White’s queenside. We have seen this 
idea before in Line B of Chapter 7. Here 
Black already has a strong initiative and 
afteT 18 e5?! dxe5 19 £>ce4 exf4 20 Hxf4 
£>xb2 he won easily in O.RodTiguez VaT- 
gas-G.Sigurjonsson, Las Palmas 1976. 

B)7d5b5l? 

Black wastes no time in offering a 
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pawn. The justification foT this method 
of play is that White has already devel¬ 
oped his king bishop and it will likely 
move again to capture on either b5 ot 
a6. White also needs to get his kingside 
developed and he sometimes experi¬ 
ences problems with his e4-pawn. 



8 cxb5a6 9 a4 

This is almost universally played. 
White wants to clamp down on the 
queenside. Instead afteT 9 bxa6, 
9-.ii.xa6 is possible of course, but play¬ 
ing 9-Wa5l first threatens „£ixe4 and is 
even stronger. 



White has: 

a) 10 ,&d2 ,&xa6 11 £tf3 (afteT ll 


icxa6 £ixa6 12 Q]qe2 Sfb8 Black has 
ideas like ...£}b4 ot ...c4 and ...£)c5 when 
the d3-squaTe is weak) ll...'S f b4! 12 
iLxa6 £\xa6 13 Wc2 Wc4l gave Black a 
tremendous position in LPopov- 
LChristiansen, Wijk aan Zee 1977. 
White cannot castle and „.^b4 is 
threatened. 

b) 10 Wd2 £sbd7l (with this cleveT 
move Black avoids the possibility of 

10.. .Jbca6 11 ibca6 Sxa6 12 £ige2) 11 
£rf3 Axa6 and now: 

bl) 12 Axa6 Wxa6 13 We2 Sfb8 
gives Black excellent play. In the Benko 
Black is often more than happy to ex¬ 
change queens, as White’s queenside 
becomes difficult to defend. 

b2) 12 0-0?! walks into 12...^xe4! 13 
£sxe4 Wxd2 14 £ifxd2 icxe2 15 Sfel 
(White is also in trouble afteT 15 ilxe7? 
Sfe8 16 Sfel Sxe7 17 Sxe2 f5) 15--&d3 
and Black’s strong bishops gave him a 
cleaT advantage in E.BaTeev-T.Radjabov, 
Odessa (Tapid) 2007. 

b 3 ) 12 Sdl secures the centre, but 
loosens White’s queenside. Here 12 ...h 6 ! 
gives Black good play afteT 13 iLxh 6 ?! 
JLxh 6 14 Wxh6 £sxe4 ot 13 JLf4?! Jtxe 2 
14 Wxe 2 £sh 5 ! 15 .&d 2 Sfb 8 when 
White’s queenside is collapsing. Proba¬ 
bly best is 13 ilh4, but afteT 13 ...g 5 14 
jLg3 ^h5 15 0-0 Sfb8 Black has more 
than enough compensation foT the 
pawn. 

9.. MaS 10 i.d2 

This is the best move. Instead 10 
Wd2?l transposes to the note to White’s 
9th move in Line C. 
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10.. .Wb4!? 

This is Black’s sharpest try. Instead 

10.. .axb5 11 &xb5 (11 £sxb5 Wb6 12 
Wbl - 12 Wc2 <£\a6 heads foT the b4- 
squaTe - I2...e6! 13 dxe6 could be met 
by 13...Axe6!? 14 £sf3 £sc6 with the idea 
15 £sxd6 £sa5! ot 13...fxe6 14 £>f3 d5 15 
exd5 exd5 16 0-0 £>e4 17 ±e3 £\a6 18 
£ig5 £>xg5 19 Axg5 £>b4 20 Wcl Se8 21 
.&f3, as in W.Uhlmann-LSzell, Halle 
1982, when Black should have played 

21.. .£b7 OT 21...JLf5 22 Wd2 ile4!) and 
now: 

a) ll...ik.a6 12 £}ge2 (also possible is 

12 Ha3 £\bd7 13 £>f3 -&xb5 14 £>xb5 
Wb6 15 Wc2) 12...£\bd7 (instead 

12.. .'i , b4 13 f3 c4l? is interesting, while 
afteT I2...^.xb5 13 £>xb5 Wb6 14 £>ec3 
<£\a6 15 0-0 Black could consider 

15.. .£>e8 with the idea of ...£>ec7) 13 0-0 
and now 13...^.xb5 14 £>xb5 Wb6 15 
Wc2 Hfc8 16 icc3 gave White an ideal 
set-up in W.Uhlmann-J.Adamski, Po- 
lanica ZdToj 1967. Preferable was 

13 ...£>e5, but White still looks better 
afteT 14 Wc2 ot 14 b3. 

b) With ll...£\a6 Black wants to 


bring the knight to the b4-squaTe before 
playing ...iLa6. 



White has: 

bl) 12 <£sf3 £sb4 13 0-0 Asl6 and 
now: 

bll) 14 We2 £\e8 15 ^.g5 f6 16 Jtf4 
£\C7 17 Ha3 was S.MohT-L.Vogt, Berlin 
1990, when 17...f5l? would give Black 
some counteTplay. 

bl2) 14 Jtg5 (White wants to play 
£\d2-c4) 14...h6 15 Ah4 icxb5 16 axb5 
Wc7 17 ®d2 2xal 18 Ixal Sb8 19 h 3 
was A.Yusupov-L.Vogt, Altensteig 1993. 
Black’s compensation looks insufficient 
here. 

b2) 12 £\ge2 £)b4 13 0-0 ±a6 and 
here: 

b 2 l) 14 h3 Wb6 15 Sa3 4te8 16 JLgS! 
f6 17 ice 3 should favour White some¬ 
what, but the position is not so easy to 
play. AfteT 17...£>c7 18 '@ r b3?! £>xb5 19 
axb5 Axb5 20 £>xb5 Wxb5 21 £>c3 Wd3 
22 Hdl Wc2 23 Wc4 f5! Black had good 
counteTplay in Z.KoTmanyos-LSzell, 
Hungarian League 1986. 

b 22 ) 14 Ha3 Sfb8 (I4...£*g4l?) 15 h3 
£>e8 16 i.g5 Sa7 17 Wd2 #d8 and 
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again Black may not have enough objec¬ 
tively, although following 18 icxa6?! 
£ixa6 19 £>b5 Sab7 20 £iec3 Wa5 21 
£>dl?! ®xd2 22 JLxd2 £iec7 23 £ixc7 
<Sxc7 24 icc3 Sb3 Black was taking oveT 
in E.GTivas-L.Vogt, Thessaloniki Olym¬ 
piad 1988. 

b23) 14 f 3 Wb6 (Black could also con¬ 
sider 14...Sfb8 or 14...Axb5 15 £)xb5 
£>d7) 15 l.e3 £)e8 16 Wb3 Wb7 (Black 
could consider l6_.Wa5 17 -&xa6 <£)xa6 
when his knights can fight foT the b5- 
squaTe from c7) 17 icxa6 fixa6 (ot 
17...Wxa6 18 <Sb5 #b7 with the idea of 
_.£)c7) 18 <^a2 4)c7 19 ^xb4 Sb6 20 
Jtd2 £)a6 21 a5 Sb5 22 Wc4 was Dao 
Thien Hai-I.MoTovic Fernandez, Yerevan 
Olympiad 1996. Now Black should have 
considered 22„.4)xb4 23 £)c3 icxc3 24 
bxc3 (ot 24 Jb<c3 Sa8) 24...^a6, al¬ 
though his position does look a bit 
shaky here. 

Taking on b5 and going with a ‘nor¬ 
mal’ Benko approach is interesting, but 
White should keep an edge with accu¬ 
rate play. The text move is Tisky, but also 
causes White more practical problems. 



llWa 

White protects the b2- and e4-pawns 
in a very natural way. There aTe a few 
alternatives: 

a) 11 'STdi was originally suggested 
by Kasparov. AfteT ll...axb5 White has: 

al) 12 JLxb5 ±a6 13 f 3 Wa5 14 £>ge2 
Wb6 15 Wd3 £)bd7 16 icxa6 lxa6 17 0-0 
lfa8 (if 17...C4+ 18 We3) 18 i.e3 £ie5 19 
Wc2 £)c4 20 i.cl £)a5 21 2a2 was 
M.Fabrizi-A.Sutton, correspondence 
1999. Here 21...C4+ 22 &hl 4id7 would 
give Black good play foT the pawn. 

a2) 12 f3l? c4?! (Black must avoid 

12.. .bxa4 13 £>b5 Wb3 14 Ha3, but the 
sensible 12...Wa5 looks okay) 13 axb5 
Sxal 14 Wxal and Black did not have 
enough foT the pawn in Hoang Thanh 
TTang-M.Kouvatsou, Calicut 1998. 

a 3 ) 12 a 5 is tTicky: 12 ...fixa 5 l? (in¬ 
stead 12...C4 13 ^a4 c3 was S.Halkias- 
A.Vajda, Vama 1994; here 14 icxc3! 
Wxe4 15 Wxe4 £>xe4 16 icxg7 &xg7 17 
£)b 6 ISa7 18 ^.xb5 would give White the 
advantage) 13 <£sa2 (afteT 13 £ia4 Wxe4 
14 Wxe4 £)xe4 15 .&xa5 bxa4 16 JSxa4 
Black has good play with l6..JLd4l? ot 
simply I6...£)f6 targeting the d5-pawn) 

13.. .Wa4 14 JLdl (ot 14 b3 Wxe4 15 
Jtxa5 Wxg2 16 ±f3 Wg5 17 i.c3 £ixd5 
18 Jtxg7 < ^’xg7, as given by Panczyk and 
llczuk) 14...®xe4+ 15 Wxe4 4)xe4 16 
Jtxa5 .&xb2 17 Sbl JLd4 gives Black veTy 
interesting compensation for the rook 
(■)■ 

b) 11 f3 £)fd7 (11...C4!?) 12 Wcl (12 
Wc2 c4 13 £>dl Wc5 14 ®xc4 trans¬ 
poses) 12...C4 and now: 
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bl) 13 a5 axb5 14 £ia4 Wb3l 15 Sa3 
bxa4 16 Sxb3 cxb3 17 .&C3 .&XC3+ 18 
Wxc3 i.a6 gave Black good compensa- 
tioo for the queen in A.SoTin-O.Panno, 
Acasusso 1991. 

b2) 13 £>dl Wc5 and then: 
b 2 l) 14 b6 a5 (l 4 ...Wxb 6 !? 15 a5 Wa7 
is also possible) 15 Wxc4 was 
W.Uhlmann-KT.GeoTgiev, Warsaw 1983. 
Here Black should play the simple 

15.. .Wxb6 with ideas like ...iLa6 and 
...&c5. 

b22) 14 J.xc4 was suggested by 
Panczyk and llczuk. Black can play 

14.. .£sb6 15 ±e2 Wxcl 16 Jtxcl axb5 17 
ilxb5 jLd7 with good play for the 
pawns. This is similar to variation 'b23’. 

b23) 14 Wxc4 Wxc4l (two pawns 
down, Black displays excellent judge¬ 
ment in exchanging queens) 15 .&xc4 
£>b6 16 iLe 2 axb5 17 Jtxb5 iLd7 18 
£xd7 £>8xd7 19 a5 £>c4 20 &c3 was 
Y.Yakovich-M.Damjanovic, Bela Qkva 
1990 . Now 20...i.xc3+ 21 bxc3 (ot 21 
£>xc 3 Sfb8) 21...4ixa5 would leave Black 
with good play f ot the pawn. 

c) AfteT ll ild3 Black cannot play 


ll...Wxb2?? 12 Sbl Wa3 13 Sb3, so he 
must look foT a way to create counteT- 
play: 



cl) ll...£>g4 12£sf3 c4?l 13 -&e 2 axb5 
14 axb5 flxal 15 Wxal gave White a big 
advantage in I.FaTago-S.GaTcia Marti¬ 
nez, Rome 1990, but Black could have 
considered 12...4id7!? with ideas like 
...£ige5 ot ...c4 and ...£ic5. 

c 2 ) ll...£sfd7l? 12 £sf3 c4 13 -&C 2 
Wxb2 14 Sbl Wa3 15 £\e2 <£>c5 16 0-0 
£id3 17 £>cl (17 £sfd4 is a better tTy) 

17...£>b2 18 Wei c3 19 Ae3 axb5 20 
axb5 Wb4 21 4te2 ilg4 gave Black good 
play in F.Portisch-A.BiTO, Budapest 1999. 

c3) 11...C4 is consider best, but I have 
my doubts. White has: 

c3l) 12 J.c2l? looks the most consis¬ 
tent, but it has not been seen much in 
practice. AfteT 12...ftbd7 13 £>ge2, as in 
I.FaTago-V.Zaitsev, Montecatini Ternne 
1999, Black should probably bite the 
bullet and play 13...Wxb2!?, although 
White can at the very least force a draw 
with 14 Sbl Wa3 15 -&cl Wc5 16 ke3. 

c32) 12 &.e2 is seen more often in 
practice. Then 12...£sfd7l and now: 
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C321) 13 tel £>c5! 14 £>dl c3! 15 
Jtxc3 ixe4 16 ie3 ixe3 17 £>xe3 axb5 
18 Axb5 Ad7 19 JLxg7 < i ! xg7 was 
D.Kosanovic-R.Szuhanek, Belgrade 1995. 
Black is better developed and will win 
back the pawn, while maintaining a 
slight initiative. 

C322) 13 £>f3 £sc5 14 0-0 £>b3 15 Sbl 
&g4!? (ot I5...^d7) 16 &g5 2e8 17 £>d2 
.&xe2 18 ixe2 axb5 19 £>xb3 Wxb3 20 
axb5 ®d7 21 i.e3 2eb8 22 id2 was 
V.Milov-M.HochstTasseT, WinterthuT 
2001. Here 22...<£>e5, with some com¬ 
pensation, looks best 
Returning to 11 ic2: 



11.. .axb5 12 Jk.xb5 

The thcky 12 f3l? should be met with 

12.. .1a5l 13 -&xb5 £\a6 14 £>ge 2 £>b4 
intending ...jLa6 ot even ...e6. 

12.. .1_a6 13 f3 

Instead 13 Sbl JLxbS 14 axb5 <£>bd7 
15 £>f3 was Alukin-Ma.Tseitlin, USSR 
1982. Here Black could simply play 

15.. .5fb8 with the idea of ...<£>e8-c7, ot 
even the immediate 15 ...£>e8. White 
would be hard pressed to hold on to his 
extTa pawn. 



13.. .C4 

Black creates squares foT his knights 
on c5 ot d3, while ...Wc5 becomes possi¬ 
ble. OtheT moves tend to lose the queen: 

a) 13...£)fd7? 14 £>dl Wd4 15 
ilxb5 16 icxd4 cxd4 17 2a3 was cleaTly 
insufficient foT Black in W.Uhlmann- 
L.Szell, ZamaTdi 1980. 

b) 13..~&xb5!? 14 £>xb5 Wxb5 15 
axb5 Sxal+ 16 ,&cl <£>bd7 (worse is 

16.. Jth6 17 £se 2 i.e3 18 Wc3) 17 £>e 2 
2b8 and Black has some practical 
chances afteT 18 0-0 Sxb5 ot 18 <£>c3 
<£>e8, although objectively it should not 
be enough. 

14 £>ge2 
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14 - 1^5 

Black makes it difficult for White to 
castle. Instead 14...^fd7l? is possible. 
After 15 0-0 £}c5 16 ,&e3 Black has: 

a) I6...£)bd7 17 Jb<d7!? £)xd7 18 
£>d4 ^65 19 Sabi (19 Sfbl!?) 19....&C8 
20 £ic6 £}xc6 21 dxc6 e6 22 Sfdl 2a6 23 
c7 &d7 24 Wd 2 Sc8 25 £>b5 Wxa4 26 
£lxd6 fixc7 27 4 ^xc 4 Wb3 was N.Legky- 
D.DumitTache, SautTon 2001. Now 28 
Sbcl could cause Black some problems: 
foT example, 28...Sxc4 29 Sxc4 Wxc4 30 
Wxd7 when 30... Jb<b2? would lose to 31 
Wd8+ < 4>g7 32 Wd 2 i. 

b) I6...£ib3! 17 Sadi ^.xb5 18 axb5 
~id7 19 £)d4 <^xd4 20 ilxd4 ilxd4+ 
(20...£>e5l? is another possibility) 21 
Sxd4 ^e5 when Black had enough 
compensation foT the pawn and went 
on to win in LGubematoTova- 
N.Rashkovsky, Krasnodar 1997. 



15 Wei i.xb5 

Another possibility is 15...£tfd7 16 
£e3 Wb4 17 0-0 £ic5. 

16 &e3 Wb417 axb5 £>bd7 18 0-0 £sc5 
Black has active pieces and a good 

pawn structure. Some possibilities: 



a) 19 Wc2 <^fd7 Vi-Vi was E.Meduna- 
KT.GeoTgiev, Plovdiv 1982. Not very in¬ 
formative perhaps, but I think Black has 
sufficient play. 

b) 19 2xa8!? looks critical. AfteT 

19.. .5xa8 20 £)d4 £>d3 21 £ic6! Wb3 22 
Wd2 White is better, but 22...‘4f8 allows 
Black to maintain practical chances. 

c) 19 £>d4 was recommended by 

Panczyk and llczuk. Flear also recom¬ 
mended this and continued 20 

£)xb3 cxb3 21 Sa6. Here I think that 

21.. . ^d7! gives Black enough counteT- 
play. Fot example: 

cl) 22 Wal Sxa6! 23 bxa6 (afteT 23 
Wxa6 ^.xc3 24 bxc3 Wxc3 Black’s fa- 
pawn is the more dangerous and his 
pieces aTe the better coordinated) 
23 ...2a8 with ideas like ...£>c5 ot ...iLd4 
gives Black an excellent position. 

c2) 22 I2c6 foes intends ...£ic4 and 23 
b6?! fails to 23...£>xc6 24 dxc6 Jb<c3! 25 
bxc3 (Black wins immediately afteT 25 
Wxc3 Wxc3 26 bxc3 b 2 ) 25...Wb5 26 c7 
b2 27 Wc2 Wxfl+! 28 <4>xfl Sal+ 29 <4*62 
blW 30 Wxbl Hxbl when Black is much 
bettet, even if he has to give up a rook... 
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C) 7 d5 a6 



With this move, Black makes it cleaT 
that he is ready to play a Benko with 
...b5. 

8a4 

White can haTdly do without this 
move: 

a) 8 £>f3 b5 9 cxb5 axb5 10 ±xb5 
£>xe4! is a typical combiuatiori. AfteT ll 
£>xe4 Wa5+ 12 £\c3 i.xc3+ 13 bxc3 
Wxb5 Black is much better for example, 
14 We2 (ot 14 £id2 Wd3!) 14...Wxe2+ 15 
< S’xe2 ica6+ with the idea of ...f6 when 
Black’s pawn structure is much the su¬ 
perior: the a2- arid d5-pawns aTe targets 
foT Black’s bishop. 

b) 8 Wd2 Wa5 (Black can also play 
8...b5 9 cxb5 #a5 when 10 bxa6 <^bd7 
transposes to note ‘b’ to White’s 9th 
move in Line B) and here 9 a4 b5l is the 
note to White’s 9th move, below, while 
9 f3 can be met with 9...b5 10 cxb5 
J.d7!?. Black keeps the bishop on the h3- 
c8 diagonal to make it difficult foT 
White to develop his kingside, as <£>h3 
will always be met with ...±xh3. AfteT ll 
bxa6 £ixa6 12 jk.xa6 Sxa6 (ot ll.-.^xaB 


13 £ige2 Sfb8) 13 £\ge2 Sb8 14 flcl 
Sab6 15 Sc2 ,&c8! 16 0-0 ,&a6 Black’s 
bishop-pair and queenside play gave 
him excellent compensation foT the 
pawn in R.Palus-M. Kaminski, Wisla 
1998. 

8...Wa5 9 i-d 2 

The natural 9 Wd2 leaves the al-Took 
unprotected, so Black can play 9...b5! 
with an excellent Benko Gambit. 



AfteT 10 cxb5 Black has moTe than 
one good continuation: 

a) 10...£ibd7 ll Sa3 Wb4 and now 
Black has a further pleasant choice: 

al) 12 £tf3 axb5 13 -&xb5 £\xe4 14 
£>xe4 Wxe4+ 15 Se 3 Wbl+ 16 Wdl 
Wxdl+ 17 ®xdl £sf6 18 Sxe7 <^xd5 19 
^.c6 £>xe7 20 i.xe7 fib8 21 i.b5 Hxb5! 
22 axb5 Se8 23 iLg5 ii.e6 with an easily 
winning endgame in J.Bick-D.VigoTito, 
Las Vegas 2006. 

a 2 ) 12 f3 axb5 13 -&xb5 l.a6 14 Jb<f6 
(instead 14 Jbcd7? £ixd7 15 ilxe7 Sfe8 
with the idea of ...®e5 gives Black a 
crushing initiative, while 14 £sa2 Wxd2+ 
15 l £ , xd 2 ^.xb5 16 axb5 2xa3 17 bxa3 
Ha8 allows Black to win back the pawn 
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with a good endgame) 14-£>xf6 15 
Axa6 Sxa6 16 £)ge2 fib8 17 Sa2 ^d7 
and Black had excellent compensation 
for the pawn in A.Anastasian- 
G.Mittelman, Saint Vincent 2000. 

b) 10...axb5 11 .&xb5 Aa6 12 f3 (in¬ 
stead 12 icxa6 <£)xa6 13 <Sge2 c4 14 0-0 
£>c5 gives Black excellent play) and now: 



bl) 12...'B , b4 13 .&xa6 fixa6 14 £)ge2 
£)bd7 15 0-0 <2jb6 16 b3 c4 gave Black 
some counteTplay in Dao Tbien Hai- 
V.Tkacbiev, Singapore 1995. 

b2) 12...£)xe4! fomes White to thread 
his way to equality: 13 fxe4 (if 13 £)xe4?l 
±xb5 White loses material afteT 14 
±xe7 Se8, while 14 ^c3 ii.c4 leaves 
Black clearly better) 13-.i2.xc3 14 Wxc3 
(worse is 14 bxc3 .&xb5) 14...Wxc3+ 15 
bxc3 .&xb5 16 &xe7 (16 £tf3 f6 leaves 
Black with the much better structure) 
I6...1e8 17 iLxd6 Sxe4+ 18 <£>f2 £sd7 
and Black wins back the pawn with at 
least equality, as 19 a5 icc4 picks up the 
d5-pawn 

With 9 .&d2 White has managed to 
prevent ...b5, but his bishop has been 
luTed back to a passive position. Black 


must change plans now and enteT a 
Benoni structure. 



9...e6 10 4f 3 exd5 11 exd5 

White plays the typical ‘AveTbakh’ 
capture. Instead 11 <5^xd5 Wd8 is harm¬ 
less, as despite the backwards d-pawn 
Black will find active squares foT all his 
pieces with ...£>c6 and „JLe6. White can 
also capture with the c-pawn, but the 
position arising afteT ll cxd5 .&g4 12 
0-0 Wc7 13 h3 Jtxf3 14 iLxf3 ftbd7 is 
quite satisfactory foT Black. 



This is very similar to a line of the 
Modem Benoni: 1 d4 £sf6 2 c4 c5 3 d5 e6 
4 £ic 3 exd5 5 cxd5 d6 6 e4 g6 7 £tf3 ±g7 
8 &e 2 0-0 9 0-0 a6 10 a4 ±g4 11 ±f4 
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jLxf3 (Black usually captures immedi¬ 
ately to avoid ll...fie8 12 <£>d2! ,&xe2 13 
Wxe2 intending 4ic4 with pressure 
against the d6-pawn) 12 iLxf3 which is 
considered very satisfactory for Black. 
Here Black still needs to spend a tempo 
defending his d6-pawn (usually with 
..Me7), before developing his b8-knight, 
because White’s bishop is on the active 
f4-squaTe. Black also was compelled to 
capture on f3 without waiting for White 
to play h2-h3. Even so, Black has scored 
very well in this line. 

In the King’s Indian position, Black 
has already developed his b8-knight and 
connected his rooks, while White’s 
bishop is on the more passive d2- 
squaTe. Black can look forward to the 
middlegame with confidence. One ex¬ 
ample of what Black is aiming f ot went: 
15 a5 Sfe8 16 Wic 2 c4l 17 Sa4 £se5 18 
&e2 ^hfd.7 19 f4 £>d3 20 b3 (ot 20 Jb<d3 
cxd3 21 Wxd3 ^c5 when Black is clearly 
better afteT 22 Sc4 Wxa5 ot 22 Wc4 
Sac8 23 Saal 4ixe4) 20...b5 21 axb6, 
H.Pfleger-A.RodTiguez, La Habana 1982, 
and here the clearest way to seize the 
initiative is with 21...4ixb6!. 

By capturing with the e-pawn White 
hopes to stifle Black’s counteTplay and 
gradually squeeze out a win in an end¬ 
game. 

Il...±g4 

Black needs the d7-squaTe foT his 
knight, and therefore does not mind 
exchanging pieces, even at the cost of 
giving White the bishop-pair. 

12 0-0 £>bd7 


Black can also TetTeat immediately: 
12...Wc7 13 h 3 ilxf3 14 &xf3 simply 
transposes. 

13 h3 

White spends a tempo to acquire the 
bishop-pair. Instead 13 4ib5 leads no¬ 
where afteT l3...Wd8: for example, 14 
<£xd6? Wc7. 

13_&xf3 14 iLxf3 Wc7 

White was threatening ®b5 this 
time, but Black’s queen has done its job. 



15^02 

This is a flexible move which allows 
White to connect his rooks. Others: 

a) 15 g4 looks extravagant, but play 
soon begins to looks very similar to the 
main lines: 15 ...^e8! (this is the key 
move foT Black) 16 Ae2 iLd4 17 ®g2 
£sg7 18 Wc 2 f5 19 f4 £lf6 20 ^.f3 fxg4l. 
This is a notable idea. Black appears to 
give up a little space, but if White can 
play g4-g5 Black’s knights will lack 
squares. AfteT exchanging on g4, such 
an advance would give Black the f5- 
squaTe. Here 21 hxg4 Sae8 22 Sael was 
W.Schmidt-M.Marin, Warsaw 1987, and 
now 22... 1 S f d7 23 &g3 <£>fh5+!? (already 
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Black can force a draw if he so chooses) 
24 gxh5 ®f5+ 25 &g2 Axel 26 Sxel 
£}h4+ 27 &g3 £Jxf3 28 &xf3 1^3+ 29 
&e 2 Wxh5+ 30 4>d3 Wf5+ 31 Se4 Se8 
32 *e2 Wg4+ results in perpetual check. 

b) 15 a5 is a common motif in such 
structures, but there is no need to Tush, 
as the pawn will need some tending to. 
The weakness of the a5-pawn can make 
it difficult for White to use his rooks on 
the e-file. AfteT l5...£Je8! White has: 

bl) 16 Sel ±e5 17 fcl £}g7 18 £Je2 
!ae8 19 g3 Se7 20 &g4 h5 21 Jb<d7 
Wxd7 22 &g2 Sfe8 23 £}gl ©f5 24 £>f3 
£>d4 (Black could break through imme¬ 
diately with 24..Jbcg3! 25 fxg3 Se2+ 26 
Sxe2 Sxe2+ 27 'i'gl £Jxg3 with a win¬ 
ning attack) 25 ®xe5?l Sxe5 26 Sxe5 
Sxe5 27 Sa3 Wf5 28 Wdl Se 2 29 &e3 
Wf3+ 0-1 V.FTenklakh-J.Fang, StTatton 
Mountain 1993. 

b2) 16 Wc2 Ae5 17 &e2 £}g7 18 Ad3 
f5 19 f4 ^.d4+ 20 < 4'h2 Sae8 is a good 
example of the problems that can arise 
if White plays a4-a5 too eaTly. 



Black is threatening the positionally 
desirable ... jte3 and White is not in a 


good position to challenge the e-file. 
AfteT 21 Sf3 Se7 22 4te2 i.f6 23 Se3 
Sxe3 24 ^.xe3 He8 25 Ad2 Wd8 26 <hgl 
£}h5 27 g3 icd4 28 Sel? £pcg3l 29 &xg3 
Sxel 30 ilxel iLxgl Black was up a 
healthy pawn in J.Gonzalez Garoia- 
J.Fang, New York 1993. Oddly enough 
Joe Fang thought he was going to play 
Kaidanov in this particular round and 
we prepared this line of the AveTbakh. It 
turned out that he played Gonzalez GaT- 
cia instead and the AveTbakh arose 
anyway! Years lateT Joe would get his 
chance against Kaidanov, but the end 
Tesult was less favourable... 

15...£}e8! 

This is a very important move which 
is paTt of Black’s plan. This system was 
recommended by Andrew Martin in 
Winning With the King’s Indian and it 
has been played frequently by the 
aforementioned American IM Joe Fang. 

Instead 15...Sfe8 would likely see a 
premature exchange of all the rooks. 
This would give White what he is look¬ 
ing foT, as discussed in the introduction 
to Chapter 8. 
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With the text, Black’s plan is to play 
...AeS or ..JLd4, followed by ...<5k]7-f5. 
Often White will prevent this with g2-g4 
at some point, but then ...f5 can be 
played. With very accurate play White 
may keep some advantage, but with 
White’s kingside pawns advancing Black 
is likely to get some tactical chances. 

16 Hael 

Instead 16 a5?l would transpose to 
note ‘b2’ to White’s 15th move, above. 
Another option is to immediately move 
the f3-bishop with 16 Ae2, which would 
also allow White to advance his f-pawn. 
As the bishop may go to d3, it is not 
likely that Black will be able to bTing a 
knight to f5. Therefore Black plays I6...f5 

17 f4 Ad4+ 18 < S?h2 £\g7 19 Af3 (the 
bishop stays on the kingside to support 
the advance g2-g4; similar is 19 Sael 
Hae8 20 Af3 £>f6) 19-Sae8 20 £\e2?l 
(missing the point; White had to play 20 
fiael) 20...Ae3l (exchanging bishops 
will not only deny White the bishop- 
pair, it will activate Black’s rooks) 21 
icel (White TetTeats, but his position 
becomes too passive) 2l...£tf6 22 Ha3 
We7 23 Sd3 g5l 24 fxg5 Jbcg5 (a good 
alternative is 24-$5q4+ 25 hxg4 fxg4 
with the initiative; if 26 ilxg4? Sxfl) 25 
JLd2 We5+ 26 g3 Wxe2+! 27 &gl (afteT 
27 ^.xe2 Sxe2+ 28 <4>gl £>e4 29 Sdl 
Black should avoid 29...Se8? 30 Sel and 
instead play 30...<£\h5l with good com¬ 
pensation for the queen) 27-^5 28 
JLxg5 Wxg3+ 29 Wg 2 Wxg 2 + 30 Axg2 
£)e4 by which point Black had active 
pieces and an extTa pawn in A.Lombard- 


S.Gligonc, Siegen Olympiad 1970. 

16.. .1.e5 

Another possibility is I6...f5 17 Ae2 
&d4. 

17 Ae2 

Instead 17 ^.dl looks a bit extrava¬ 
gant, but 17 ...<£>g7 18 g4 f5 19 f4 .&d4+ 
20 <4>g2 Sae8 (20...4if6 and 20...fxg4 aTe 
possible improvements) 21 g5 fixel 22 
fixel fie8 23 flxe8+ <£>xe8 24 h4 gave 
White a good position to work with in 
M.PetuTsson-K.BeTg, Gausdal 1990, al¬ 
though Black did hold in the end. 

17.. .£lg7 18 g4 f5 19 f4 i.d4+ 20 *g2 
<£f6 



21 Af3 

White covers the e4-square. The im¬ 
mediate 21 g5 could be met with 

21.. JLxc3! 22 Axes £>e4. 

21.. .5ae8 

Here Black should consider the idea 
used by Marin: 21...fxg4l? 22 hxg4 Wd7 
with the idea of 23 g5 £tfh5 with un¬ 
clear play. 

22 g5 23 Wb3! 

White intends to grab Black’s bishop 
with <£>e2. The immediate 23 <£>e2?l AeS 
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is satisfactory for Black. 



Even though White has executed his 
plan in exemplary fashion (although 
Black has a few places to look foT im¬ 


provements), Black still managed to 
erect a near fortress with 23 ...Axes 24 
Wxc3 a5l 25 b3 b6 26 i.cl <Sf7 27 &f2 
Wd8 28 Jtb2 Bxel 29 fixel Se8. Despite 
White’s obvious advantage, it is difficult 
to find any way to break through and 
White felt compelled to make a specula¬ 
tive sacrifice with 30 Se6 <£ixe6 31 
dxe6+. Now instead of 3l...Sxe6? 32 
i.xh5 gxh5 33 Wg7+ ‘A’eS 34 ±f6 with a 
winning position foT White in 
G.Kaidanov-J.Fang, Philadelphia 1998, 
3l...&xe6! would have given Black good 
chances to Tepel the attack while keep¬ 
ing his material advantage. 
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Chapter 10 
Makogonov Variation 

5 ®rf3 0-0 6 h3 


1 d4 £>f6 2 c 4 g6 3 £>c3 i.g7 4 e4 d6 5 
£>f3 0-0 6 h3 



The Makogonov Variation is related 
to the Classical lines examined in Vol¬ 
ume I. Here White plays 6 h3 instead of 
6 Ae2. White plays in a flexible manner, 
often closing the position, which leads 
to complicated strategic play. Often play 
is similar to lines of the Petrosian Varia¬ 
tion and in some cases can even trans¬ 
pose. 

6...e5 

We will continue in this principled 


manner Black frequently plays 6...<^a6 
first, intending 7 Ae3 e5 ot 7 ,&g5 We8 
which can transpose into out TepertoiTe. 
There is one issue with 6...<£ia6, howeveT, 
which I do not want to deal with. White 
can play 7 g3l? when both £if3 and h3 
fit in nicely with a fianchetto. Black is 
haTd-pTessed to avoid lines that fall out¬ 
side of out repertoire: foT example, 7~.e5 
(afteT 7...C5 8 Jig2 cxd4 9 <^xd4 Black’s 
a6-knight is misplaced in a Maroczy 
structure) 8 Jig 2 exd4 9 ^xd4 fie8 10 
0-0 ®c5 ll Bel and suddenly Black has 
been bamboozled into the old main line 
of the Fianchetto Variation where he 
has trouble creating counterplay. 

After 6...e5, White usually closes the 
centre with 7 d5. We will consider a few 
options here. Line B follows the same 
line of play as the system examined in 
the 8 h3 variation of the Petrosian. Of¬ 
ten play will transpose, but here we 
limit ourselves to independent lines. In 
Line C Black tries to do without ...a5. This 
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saves a tempo, but Black must be care¬ 
ful not to allow the a6-knight to get 
sidelined. Line D is Black’s main inde¬ 
pendent course in the Makogonov. 
Firstly, we have to look at the exchange 
7 dxe5, which is of course similar to the 
Exchange Variation in Volume I. 

A: 7 dxe5 
B:7d5a5 
C:7d5 &a6 
D:7d5 &h5 

A) 7 dxe5 

Of course this move should not be 
very dangerous, but we will look at it 
closely because it was recommended by 
Grivas as a secondary line foT White in 
Beating the Fianchetto Defences. 

7.. .dxe5 8 Wxd8 

Invariably played, although of late 8 
Ae3 has been seen a little. White’s idea 
is 8...We7 9 £>d5 £>xd5 10 cxd5, but afteT 

8.. .C6 9 Wc2 We7 10 ±e2 4ja6 11 0-0 
£>h5 Black was comfortable in E.Mirosh- 
nichenko-H.Ziska, Reykjavik 2011. 
8„.5xd8 9 i>.g5 



The only difference between this po¬ 
sition and the proper Exchange Varia¬ 
tion in the Classical is that White has 
played h3 instead of JLe2. This does not 
affect the position much, but there aTe 
some cases where one side ot the other 
is better off with h3 played. 

9...£>a6!? 

This is an interesting, independent 
line which is suddenly justified by 
White’s delay in playing Jte2. The alter¬ 
natives aTe also quite playable, although 
there can be some slight differences 
compared to the variations examined in 
Volume I: 

a) 9-.Se8 is Black’s most solid con¬ 
tinuation, as it is in the nonnal Ex¬ 
change Variation. AfteT 10 £)d5 £sxd5 11 
cxd5 c6 12 Jtc4 cxd5 13 i.xd5 £>d7 14 
£>d2 4ic5 Grivas suggests 15 £>c4 (15 
0-0-0 can be compared to nonnal lines - 
White’s extTa move h3 has little bearing 
on the assessment of the position) 
15.~i.f8 16 Sdl i.e6 17 f3 Sac8 18 b3 
and as mentioned in Volume I, Black’s 
simplest solution is I8.~i.xd5 19 flxd5 
b5 20 £\d6 i.xd6 21 Hxd6 £se6 22 i.e3 
Sc2 23 Sd2. Here instead of 23~.Sec8 24 
4>e2, as given by Grivas, Black can just 
play 23...Scl+ 24 Sdl Sc2 with a draw. 

b) 9-..£>bd7 is also similar to the 
analogous line in the Exchange Varia¬ 
tion. AfteT 10 0-0-0 Sf8 11 £)d5 c6 12 
£\e7+ ^+)8 13 i.e3 Se8 14 £jxc 8 Saxc8 
White can play 15 g4, but this move is 
playable even without h3 being played. 
In this position White will likely bring 
the bishop to h3 instead of g4, al- 
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though the effect will be the same. 
White is probably very slightly better. 

c) 9...c6 is playable here too, but 
there aTe more differences afteT 10 
4ixe5 and now: 



cl) I0...2e8 follows the same pattern 
as in the main lines: 11 0-0-0 4ia6 12 
£>f3 (worse is 12 f4?l £>h5l exploiting 
White’s weakened kingside, while 12 
2d6 jk.e6 looks okay foT Black) 12...4ic5 
13 £>d2 (GTivas prefers 13 e5 4ifd7 14 
^.e3 4ie6 15 4ie4 4ixe5 16 4ixe5 .&xe5 
17 c5 when White may have a tiny edge) 

13.. .h6 14 ^.e3 (White could try 14 Jb<f6 
ilxf6 and then 15 &c2 ot 15 f3) 

14.. .41cxe4 15 ®dxe4 4ixe4 16 4ixe4 

fixe4 17 Sd 8 + 4h7 18 &d3 Se 6 19 Sel 
JLf 6 20 2f8 Se 7 (not 20 ...‘i’g 7 21 
,&xh 6 +!) 21 ,&d 2 &g 7 (worse is 

21.. 2xel+ 22 ^.xel *g7 23 Iie8 b6 24 
,&e4 .&b7 25 fixa8 ,&xa8 26 b4 with an 
edge foT White) 22 fie8 (ot 22 fixe7 
^xf8 with equality) 22...Sd7 and Black 
will play ...b6 with a dTawish position. 

c2) I0...h61? is an interesting alterna¬ 
tive: 11 ,&f4 (leading nowhere aTe 11 
JLe3 4ixe4 12 4ixe4 .&xe5 and 11 Jb<f6 


ilxf6 with ideas like ...4ia6-c5 and 
...iLxc3+, while after ll jLh4 2e8 12 
0 - 0-0 4ia6 13 £>f3 ^xe4 14 £>xe4 Sxe4 
15 2d8+ &h7 it is easy to evict the Took 
with ...£sc5-e6 or ...g5 and ,...&f6) 

ll...£&6 12 ±e2 £ic5 13 f3 £>h5 14 -&h2 
g5 15 Sdl ^.e6 16 £>d3 £ixd3+ 17 fixd3 
4if4 18 ilxf4 gxf4 and Black had play foT 
the pawn in LKeitlinghaus-R.Mainka, 
DoTtmund 1990. 

Returning to 9...4ia6: 



10 4id5 

Instead 10 £>xe5?l just leads to prob¬ 
lems afteT 10...Se8 11 £sd3 (ll f4 £>h5l) 

11.. .®xe4 12 4ixe4 fixe4+ 13 -&e 2 ±f5 
14 ii.e3 fid 8 15 fidl Sxc4 and Black was 
just up a pawn in E.Grivas-V.lvanchuk, 
baklion (blitz) 2004. 

10.. .2.6 11 iLxf6 

Instead 11 £)d 2 is not very danger¬ 
ous afteT ll...c 6 and then: 

a) 12 £>e 7 + &h 8 13 ^xc 8 2 xc 8 14 
0-0-0 £>c5 15 f 3 £ie 6 16 &e3 c5 (ot 

1 6 .. .^.f 8 l?) with equal chances in 
A.UTzica-A.Munteanu, Bucharest 1994. 

b) 12 4ixf6+ iLxf 6 13 iLe 3 (also 
harmless is 13 Jb<f 6 Sxf 6 14 a 3 c 5 and 
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now afteT 15 &e2 b6 16 £>bl 2d6 17 
£>c 3, as in I.Bruch-M.PokTupa, Schwae- 
bisch Gmuend 2001, Black could play 

17.. .^c7 with slightly the better chances 
due to his better bishop) 13...£)c7 (both 
13 ...b6 and the solid 13 ...c5 aTe possible 
as well) 14 c5 2d8 15 0-0-0 £>e6 with 
approximate equality in LVasilescu- 
D.HTistodoTescu, Baile Tusnad 2000. 

11.. .jixf6 



12 2cl 

This is White’s most ambitious plan. 
Alternatives aTe not so dangerous be¬ 
cause Black often ends up with a better 
structure foT the minoT pieces that re¬ 
main on the board. Variation ‘a’ Teveals 
why 9...£>a6 is suddenly playable 
against 6 h3, whereas it was dubious 
against 6 &e2: 

a) 12 £>xf6+ 2xf6 13 0-0-0 (afteT 13 
£>xe5 Se6 14 f4?l f6 15 £sg4,15...Hxe4+ 
is check so there is no fork on f6 - this is 
the key difference!) 13...2e6 14 Sd8+ 
&g7 15 ile2 Se716 Shdl b6 and Black’s 
better bishop gave him the better 
chances in M.MolinaToli-l.Belov, German 
League 1994. 


b) 12 b4 looks premature: 12...C6 13 
£>xf6+ Sxf6 14 a3 c5! 15 b5 £>c7 16 £e2 
(or 16 £>xe5 2e6) I6...2e6 17 0-0-0 2e8 
18 2hel f6 19 2d6 <4>f7 20 £>d 2 <±>e7 21 
2d3 <£>e6 and again Black had the ad¬ 
vantage because of his better minoT 
pieces in S.SkembTis-L.Van Wely, Skei 
1993. 

c) 12 0-0-0 <&g7 and now 13 &e2 
iLe6 is harmless, so White can tTy: 

cl) 13 2d2 Sd7!? (instead 13...C6 14 
£>xf6 Sxd2? 15 £>e8+ ‘vtf8 16 <4>xd2 
&xe8 17 £>xe5 leaves White a pawn up) 
14 g4 c6 15 £>xf6 &xf6 16 g5+ &e6 17 
h4 2xd2 18 <4>xd2 &d6 was equal in 
L.Ljubojevic-H.Ree, Amsterdam 1981. 

c2) 13 b4 c6 removes the intruder 
from d5. 



Now 14 c5 (this leads to trouble, but 
Black had a familiaT advantage afteT 14 
£>xf6 2xdl+ 15 i’xdl &xf6 16 a3 c5 17 
b5 £>c7 in D.Feofanov-E.Levin, PeteThof 
2007) 14...2xd5! (a very promising ex¬ 
change sacrifice) 15 exd5 £ixb4 16 d6 
£>xa2+ 17 s , c2 Ae6 18 £>d2 (afteT 18 
2el £>b4+ 19 &d 2 b6! 20 £>xe5 bxc5 
with the idea of ...Sd8xd6 is veTy good 
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foT Black, as pointed out by Bojkov) 

18.. .£\b4+ 19 &cl Ad5 20 h4 b6! 21 Sh3 
bxc5 22 £\c 4 e4 23 ^d 2 Sd8 24 Sa3 a6 
25 f3 exf3 26 gxf3 Axh4 0-1 was 
A.Anastasian-V.Akopian, Yerevan 1996. 

12.. Jk.d8 

This is ambitious - Black holds on to 
his bishop. There aTe alternatives: 

a) 12...C6 13 c5 Sxd5 (this may not be 
sufficient, but 13...Se6 14 <£>xf6+ fixf6 
15 Jtxa6 bxa6 16 <&e2 is obviously bet¬ 
ter foT White) 14 exd5 cxd5 15 Jtxa6 
bxa6 and Black has some, but possibly 
not enough compensation. White can 
also play Grivas’s 13 <£>xf6+ Hxf6 14 c5 
with a slight edge, as Black’s rook is mis¬ 
placed. 

b) 12...C5 13 a3 .&d8 14 .&d3 is given 
as slightly better foT White by Ghvas, 
but this looks okay f ot Black to me. AfteT 

14.. .f6 15 < 4>e2 £sc7 16 Shdl <5ie6 Black 
had no problems in N.Milchev- 
V.Biliskov, ZadaT 2008. 

c) 12...b6 looks very sensible. This 
was not mentioned by Grivas, even 
though he had faced it before (only in 
blitz, but it was against Ivanchuk!). 



AfteT 13 b4 ji-d8 14 c 5 (White Tan 
into problems afteT 14 a3 c6 15 <£>e3 f6 
16 c5 bxc5 17 bxc5 ii.a5+ 18 < 4 , e2 Sd8 in 
E.Grivas-VJvanchuk, haklion (blitz) 
2004) 14...bxc5 15 bxc5 Sc6 White has: 

cl) 16 4}xe5 Sxc5 (Black is also fine 
afteT I6...2e6 17 f4 f6 18 <£\g4 Sxe4+ 19 
<if2 < 4 , g7, as pointed out by Bojkov) 17 
‘S’dl 2xcl+ (ot 17...^.g5l? 18 Sxc5 <£>xc5 
when 19 f4? fails to 19...^xe4 - Bojkov) 
18 'A’xcl ^c5 19 i.c4 £>xe4 20^xf7 &e6 
is level. 

c2) 16 ^.c4 2xc5 17 0-0 c6 18 ,&xa6 
Sxcl 19 Sxcl Jbca6 20 Sxc6 and now 
TatheT than 20...Jtd3 21 £>c3! when 
Black had to be careful in P.Amaudov- 
D.Bojkov, BlagoevgTad 2009, Black can 
play 20...^.b7 21 Sd6 ±xd5 22 Sxd5 f6 
with the idea of ...jLb6. 

13 c5 Se6 14 a3 



14...®g7 

Black can also play 14...C6 15 Jbca6 
(afteT 15 4te3 both 15...b6 and 15...b5l? 
aTe possible) 15...cxd5 (White was betteT 
afteT I5...bxa6 16 fte3 in P.Amaudov- 
R.Urukalovic, ZadaT 2008, as Black’s 
bishops weTe very passive) 16 icd3 and: 
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a) I6...dxe4 17 -&xe4 Se7 18 0-0 f5 19 
Sfdl £c7 20 &d5+ < 4’g7 21 £id 2 Sb8 22 
<£>c4 when White was perhaps a little 
better in E.GTivas-A.TzeTmiadianos, 
Korinthos 1997. Black has the bishop- 
pair, but White is the better coordi¬ 
nated. 

b) l6...Se7 17 0-0 f5 (I7...d4l? is also 
possible, while Bojkov suggests 

17.. .^.d7l? when 18 exd5 e4 19 c6 bxc6 
20 dxc6 exd3 21 cxd7 Sxd7 is fine foT 
Black) 18 Sfdl and now l8..JLd7?! 19 
exd5 e4 was S.Kapnisis-V.KotTonias, 
Athens 2004. Here Grivas points out 
that 20 icc4! exf3 21 c6 is good foT 
White. Black could improve with 

18.. .6f8!? 19 exd5 e4 20 d6 Sg7 (afteT 

20.. .5d7 21 ±e 2 exf3 22 ±xf3 White has 
good compensation foT the piece) 21 
icb5 (worse is 21 jte2?! exf3 22 iLxf3 
^.e6!) 21...exf3 22 d7 iLxd7 23 ilxd7, 
although White is still a little better. 

15 b4 

Others: 

a) 15 h4 looks TatheT pointless. AfteT 
15 ...c6 16 ii.xa6 cxd5 17 -*Ld3 dxe4 18 
ilxe4 f5 19 icd5 Se7 Black is betteT off 
than in Grivas-TzeTmiadianos above. 
Following 20 <£>e2?! e4 21 £>d2 Se5 22 
jLa2 f4! Black already had the initiative 
in E.Grivas-Z.llincic, Vama 1994. 

b) 15 £>e3 £>b8! (l5-.c6?! 16 Axa6 
bxa6 is similar to Amaudov-UTukalovic, 
above, but here Black has already com¬ 
mitted to ... < 4’g7) 16 Jic4 Se8 17 0-0 and 
Black’s back-Tank set-up looks passive, 
but he is very solid. AfteT 17...f6 18 Sfdl 
c6 intending ...<£>d7-f8-e6 and ...JLe7 


Black has equal chances according to 
Bojkov. 

15...C6 

Black could consider I5...<£>b8!? heTe 
as well. 

16 .&xa6 cxd517 Ad3 Se7 18 0-0 



I8...f5 

This is similar to note ‘b’ to Black’s 
14th move, but heTe b4 and ... < i , g7 have 
been thrown in. Instead I8...d4l? is still 
possible, while the simplest may be Bo- 
jkov’s I8...dxe419 Jtxe4 f5 20 AdS e4 21 
<£>d4 Se5 22 Jtb3 .&f6 with dynamic 
equality. 

19 exd5 e4 20 d6 



The position is very complicated. 
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20...Sf7?! 21 Jlc 4 exf3 22 Axf7 4>xf7 23 
b5 is good, so Black should pTefeT: 

a) 20...Sd7 hides the Took, but White 
gets chances too: 21 £>e5 (21 Jtxe4 fxe4 

22 fte5 J.f6 23 £>xd7 Axdl 24 2fel ilc6 
25 a4 a6 26 b5 axb5 27 axb5 Axb5 28 
2xe4 Ac6 is unclear) 2l...exd3 22 b5 d2 

23 Sc2 Af6 (worse is 23...&g5 24 h4l 
Jtxh4 25 Sxd2) andhete: 



al) 24 f4?! Sd8 25 Sxd2 Axes 26 
fxe5 Ad7 27 e6 Axe6 28 c6 Sac8 29 Sel 
4f7 30 d7 Sc7 31 Sde 2 i.xd7 32 Se7+ 
^f6 33 cxd7 Sdxd7 and Black had a 
healthy extTa pawn in V.Kukov-D.Bojkov, 
BlagoevgTad 2009. 

a2) 24 £>xd7 ±xd7 25 c6 Sc8 26 c7 
JLxb5 27 Sbl! Jig 5 (a betteT try is 

27..~&d7 28 Sxd2 b5 which is not so 
clear) 28 h4 &f4 29 g3 Axd6 30 Sxd2 
Sxc7 31 Sxb5 ilxa3 32 Sbd5 when 
White can press. 

b) 20...Se6!? Tetums some material, 
but allows Black to develop pTopeTly: 21 
AcA exf3 22 JLxe6 Axe6 23 b5 iLg5 and 
now 24 c6 ^.xcl 25 Sxcl bxc6 26 bxc6 
fxg2 is betteT foT Black, so White should 
pTefet 24 2c2 At A which is unclean 


B) 7 d5 

This is White’s main continuation. 

7...a5 



This is the simplest answer to the 
Makogonov. Black plays along the lines 
of the Petrosian Variation 7 d5 a5 8 h3 
and in fact play will often transpose. 
Here we will consider independent posi¬ 
tions where White delays ot omits Ae2. 
Black’s typical moves aTe ...£>a6, ...We8, 
...£>d7l and then either ...£>dc5 ot even 
...£ib6!? depending on the circum¬ 
stances. Once his pieces aTe properly 
Tepositioned the ...f5 break becomes a 
possibility, although Black should not 
automatically be in a huTry to play this 
move. 

Bi: 8 Ae3 
B2:8 AgS 

Instead 8 iLe2 immediately trans¬ 
poses to the PetTosian, 8 g4 ®a6 9 Ae3 
is covered undeT Line Bl and 8 Jtd3 ®a6 
9 Jtg5 is covered undeT Line B2. 

Bl)8i.e3 
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This is both less ambitious arid less 
common than 8 icg5, but it is of course 
playable. 

8...£ia6 9 £\d2 

Instead 9 Jte2 is covered undeT the 
Petrosian line in Volume I. AfteT 9 g4 
Black can play 9...£id7 because there is 
no pin and Black has saved a tempo on 
..Me 8 . This seems quite nice, but it is 
not so simple afteT 10 a3l? and here: 

a) I0...£)ac5 11 b4l (afteT ll <£id2 
Black has ll....&f6!? intending ...JLg5, 
A.Riazantsev-E.lnaTkiev, Novokuznetsk 
2008) ll...axb4 12 axb4 fixal 13 Wxal 
<£>b3 14 Wdl £>d4 15 <2ixd4 exd4 16 
ilxd4 J.xd4 17 Wxd4 4ie5 18 We3 when 
Black’s compensation is insufficient, as 
pointed out by Wells. 

b) 10...f5?! looks premature: 11 gxf5 
gxf5 12 exf5 £if6 13 Wc 2 c6? 14 £>g5 
and White was already winning in 
LMkrtchian-M.FieTro, Nanjing 2009. 

c) 10...£ib6!? is the Tight idea: 11 JLe2 
J.d7 12 £id2 (ot 12 Wc2 £k5) I2...^.f6! 
(again with the idea of ...JLg5) 13 £\f3 
£>c 5!? 14 g5 ^.g7 15 Wc 2 a4 16 £>d 2 f5 
with counteTplay in L.Mkrtchian- 


M.FieTro Baquero, JeTmuk 2010. 

9...£sd7 

Also possible is 9...^h5, but we will 
stick with the plan used against the 
analogous line in the Petrosian Varia¬ 
tion. 



10 g4 

OtheT moves aTe not dangerous: 

a) 10 a3 f5 11 f3 allows a typical tTick 
with 11.. JLh6l. 

b) 10 Ad3 f5 11 f3 Wh4+ (ot 

11.. .1.h6) 12 i.f 2 Wg5 13 figl ^dc5 14 
iLbl iLh6 gave Black good play in 

Y. Dokhoian-A. Lesiege, Philadelphia 
1989. 

c) 10 £>b3 £iac5 11 £>xc5 £ixc5 12 
±d3 f5 was prematurely drawn in 
E.MageTramov-F.El TaheT, Dubai 1999. 
Black certainly has no problems here. 

10.. .£idc5 

This is consistent with Black’s typical 
plans. Also quite playable is 10...f5 and 
then: 

a) 11 £>b3 b6 (ot ll...f4) 12 Hgl f413 
±d 2 Af6 14 Wf3 £)dc5 15 4ixc5 £>xc5 16 
b3 Ad7 and Black had a good game in 

Z. Rahman-E.Hossain, Dhaka 2006. 
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b) 11 gxf5 gxfs 12 exf5 £idc5 13 
£)de4 iLxf5 14 £ixc5 (14 -&g 2 We8 15 
£)xc5 £)xc5 was M.Muse-V.Bologan, 
German League 1998, and here Bologan 
points out 15...Wg6!) 14...£>xc5 15 Wd 2 
Wh4 16 Sgl &h8 17 0-0-0 JLf6 18 ke2 
Sg8 was fine for Black in M.RoedeT- 
N.Ortiz Aguirre, BalagueT 2006. 



Black’s pieces aTe well placed and 
now ...f5 is a definite possibility. 

Il£sb3 

OtheT moves aTe veTy committal: 

a) 11 h4 f5 12 gxf5 (12 g5 f413 icxc5 
<Sxc5 is fine foT Black) 12...gxf5 13 We2 
f4 14 Axc 5 f3!? (Black avoids 14...£>xc5 
15 ^.b3, but even this is not so clear) 15 
We3 £)xc 5 16 £sxf3 Sf4 with good com¬ 
pensation foT the pawn in A.BoTisenko- 

I. ZakhaTevich, Novgorod 1995. 

b) 11 g5 f5 12 h4 i-d7 13 h5 Sf7 14 
Sh4 and now Black played 14...c6!? and 
held his much higheT-Tated opponent in 
D.AndTeikin-I.Cabezas Ayala, Kallithea 
2008. A good alternative would be 

14...f4 15 Jbcc5 <S^xc5 when White will 
have to mind his g 5-pawn. 

II. ..£>xb3 12 #xb3 Wh4! 



13 Sgl 

Instead Shirov recommended White 
play 13 Wdl Ah6 14 Wd2, but this Tuns 
into 14...Axe3 15 Wxe3 Jtxg4l. 

13.. .1-h6 14 g5 -&g7 15 0-0-0 f5 16 
gxf6?! 

Black already has the initiative, but 
this Tuns into a cleveT TetoTt. Instead 16 
exf5 gives Black a choice: 

a) I6...gxf5 17 f3 f4 18 Ad 2 Wf 2 19 
,&g2?! (a better tTy is 19 -*-d3 Wxf3 20 
#c2) 19 ..Ac 5 20 Wc2 ±f5 21 £>e4 We2l 
is good foT Black. 

b) I6...±xf5 17 Wxb7 i-d7 18 Wb3 
(afteT 18 JLa7 Sxa7! 19 Wxa7 £)c5 with 
the idea of ...Wxf2 Black has a strong 
initiative) l8...Sxf2 19 i.xf2 Wxf2 when 
Black is clearly better according to Shi- 
tov. If 20 £se2 e4l. 

16.. .±h6! 17 ^a4 

White tTies to at least prevent ...4k5. 
Black has the much better endgame 
after 17 £sb5 Sxf6 18 JLxh6 Wxh6+ 19 
We3 Wxe3+ 20 fxe3 .&d7 and the mid- 
dlegame arising from 17 .&xh6 Wxh6+ 
18 Sd2 Sxf6 19 ^dl £ic 5 20 Wc2 kd7 
also greatly favours him. 
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17...&d7\ 

Black could also play 17...Sxf6, but 
Sbirov points out that White can at least 
stir up a little trouble with 18 c5l?. 

18 f7+ Sxf719 #xb7 



19.~i.xa4! 20 #xa8+Sf8 21 Wxf8+ 

Also losing is 21 Wxa6 Wxf2! 22 i.d3 
i.xe3+ 23 'i’bl Sb8 24 b3 i.xb3. 

21~.»xf8 22 i.xh6+ Wxh6+ 23 Sd2 5jb4 

0-1 P.San Segundo Carrillo-A.Shirov, 
Madrid 1997. 

B2) 8 i.g5 

This is the main move, as it is in the 
Petrosian Variation. 

8...£sa6 



Black avoids creating any weak¬ 
nesses with ...h6 and will play the same 
scheme as in the 8 h3 Petrosian from 
Volume I. 

9^d2 

Instead 9 g4 ^e8 10 £sd2 quickly 
transposes, while 10 ie2 as usual 
Teaches the Petrosian Variation. White 
can also play 9 i.d3, but this should not 
worry Black, who can continue with his 
standard schemes. AfteT 9...We8 10 g4 
£>d7 11 Sgl (ot ll a3 £)dc5 12 i.c2 
i.d7) ll...<£sdc5 (also good is the typical 
reaction ll...'ih8) 12 i.c2 i.d7 Black is 
fine and ...£>b4 is always in the air. 
9..MeS 

Black breaks the pin without weak¬ 
ening his kingside. I do not like 9...h6 so 
much, although Grivas says that ‘Black 
cannot Teally do without this move’. 
This is odd because 9..Me8 is the most 
popular (and in my opinion, best) move 
in the position! Black can also play 9~.c6, 
which is the second most popular 
choice. 



10 g4 

This is White’s independent tTy. 10 
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Ae2 (which is recommended by MaTkos) 

10.. .£)d7 is the main line of the 8 h3 Pet¬ 
rosian Variation. 

10.. .£>d7 



11 a3 

11 Ae2 is again the PetTosian Varia¬ 
tion, while 11 h4 <Sdc5 12 h5 is well met 
by 12...£)b4!. White sometimes plays 11 
Sgl £)dc5!? (ll...'i’h8 is also good; this 
is a typical reaction to Hgl, and afteT 12 
Ae 2 £)dc 5 both 13 a 3 and 13 £>fl were 
covered undeT the PetTosian Variation 
in Volume I), and now 12 a3 can be met 
by 12 ...Ad 7 ot 12...a4, while 12 ftb3 
£)xb3 13 Wxb3 (ot 13 axb3 b6) 13 ...£>c5 
with the idea of ...Ad7 gives Black equal 
chances. 

Il...£)b6 

Again we see this unusual-looking 
move. Instead ll...£)dc5? Tuns into 12 
b4 because of the pin along the a-file, 
while ll...f5?l 12 gxf5 gxf5 13 figl! < 4T)8 
14 exf5 e4 15 Ae3 £)e5 (Black is also 
much worse after I5...£)ac5 16 £>b5 
Wd8 17 £>xe4 £ixe4 18 Sxg7l &xg7 19 
Wg4+ ®h8 20 Wxe4) 16 £)dxe4 Axf5 17 
Ae2 left Black without enough play foT 


the pawn in P.Nielsen-E.MoTtensen, 
HoTsens 2003. 

12 h4l? 

This is critical. White uses the tempo 
saved on Ae2 to advance on the king- 
side. For the last time, 12 Ae2 Ad7 is 
the PetTosian Variation, while 12 Ad3 
£>c5 13 Ac2 a4 is Bologan’s suggestion. 

White can also play the typical move 
12 Sgl. Then 12...'4'h8 (l2...Ad7 is also 
possible) 13 Ad3l? f5 (Black should 
probably consider l3...Ad7 ot 13...£\c5 
14 Ac2 Ad7) 14 Ae3 (14 gxf5 gxf5 15 
Ac2l?) 14...^xd5l? (I4...f4 15 Axb6 cxb6 
is unclear) 15 exd5 (if 15 cxd5 f4) 15 ...e4 
(Bologan prefers 15...f4 16 <Sde4 fxe3 17 
fxe3 We7 when White has the e4- 
squaTe, but Black has the bishops and 
remains solid) 16 £)dxe4 fxe4 17 £)xe4 
Axb2 18 Ua2 Ag7 19 Se2 Ad7 led to an 
unusual position in T.Haimovich- 
A.FedoTov, KemeT 2007. 



12...£ic5 

This is natural, but it may not be 
Black’s best. There aTe a couple of alter¬ 
natives: 

a) 12...f5 is Bologan’s Tecommenda- 


266 



Makogonov Variation: 5 { hf3 0-0 6 h3 


tion. He gives 13 gxf5 gxf5 14 Sgl 4^8 
15 h5 £)C5 16 £e3 £>ba4 17 £ib5 We7 
with counteTplay. 

b) 12...iLd7 13 b 5 £sa4 (another idea 
is 13...^c5 intending 14 ‘Sibs Wb8!) 14 
£ixa4 ±xa4 15 Wf3 (afteT 15 b3 .&d7 16 
JLe3 We7 17 g5 £ic5 the position is un¬ 
clear; if 18 h6 -a.h8 with the idea of ...f6) 

15.. .±d7 16 ±e3 f5 (l6...We7 is safer) 17 
gxf5 gxf5 18 h6 f4 19 hxg7 (19 Sgl Sf7) 

19.. .5.7 20 £h3 fxe3 21 Wxe3 Sxg7 22 
0-0-0 ±xh3 23 lxh3 Wf7 with uncleaT 
play in O.Almeida-F.De la Paz, Cuba 
Championship 2003. 

13^b5 

Bologan suggests White should play 
13 h5 £)ba4 14 <^xa4 (14 £)b5 Wd7 15 
b3 4ib6 16 Wf3 c6 is okay foT Black) 

14.. .Wxa4 15 b3 Wd7 (to stop Wf3-h3) 16 
&e2 with an edge, as it is not easy foT 
Black to coordinate his pieces. 



13...Wd7 

This defends the c7-pawn while at¬ 
tacking g4, but Black could consider 
13-f6 14 i.e3 (if 14 £)xc7 Wf7l 15 £)xa8 
fxg5 and f2 is undeT attack) 14...Wd8 
(with the idea of ...c6) 15 .&xc5 dxc5 16 


h5 -a.d7 with the idea of ...£>c8. 

14 -&e3 a4l? 

AfteT 14...C6 15 £>c3 cxd5 (not 

15.. .Wxg4? 16 &e 2 Wd7 17 b4) 16 cxd5 
(if 16 exd5 Black can play I6...£}ba4 ot 

16.. .e4l? 17 ^cxe4 £>xe4 18 £)xe4 ^a4 
with counteTplay) l6...Wxg4 17 .&e2?! 
Wd7 18 b4 £sca4 White has little to 
show foT the pawn, but better is 17 ‘Sibs 
Wd7 18 Wc2 with the idea of £)xd6 
which seems to favour White. 

15 g5 



Now 15 ...f5 16 gxf6 ±xf6 17 h5 g5 18 
±h 3 We7 19 Axc 8 Baxc8 20 J.xc5 dxc5 
21 We2 (21 Wg4 would stop Black’s 
somewhat desperate bid foT counteT¬ 
play) 21...g4l? 22 Wxg4+ &h8 23 0 - 0-0 
Ag5 24 We2 Wf6 25 Shgl iLh6 26 Sg2 
favoured White in M.Krylov-A.FedoTov, 
St Petersburg 2009. Instead Black could 
have played 15~.We7 16 h 5 c6 17 £>c3 
cxd5 18 cxd5 (ot 18 exd5 e4) l8..Jk.d7 
with the idea of ..Sfc8 with counteT- 
play. 

C) 7 d5 £>a6 

Here Black tTies to save a tempo by 


267 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


omitting the prophylactic advance ...a5. 
This tempo could help him create coun- 
teTplay more quickly, but there is also 
some danger that the knight might be¬ 
come sidelined on a6. This line is kind of 
an in-between of Lines B and D. There 
aTe some similar plans to Line B with 
..Me 8 and ...4id7-c5, while if Black plays 
a quick ...£ih5 the play is similar to Line 
D and the two may even transpose. 



Cl: 8 ile3 
C2:8 i.g5 

There aTe some otheT moves to con¬ 
sider as well: 

a) 8 g4 should be met with the im¬ 
mediate 8 ...£ic 5 9 Wc2 a5. AfteT 10 i.e3 
(ot 10 Jig 5 c6!? when Black intends 
..JLd7, ...a4, and ...Wc7/b6/a5) 10 ...£>e 8 
(ot 10...C6) 11 Sgl and although 

ll...‘i’h8 12 0 - 0-0 f5 13 gxf5 gxf5 14 h4 
£ia6 15 a3 f4 16 Jtd2 £sf6 gave Black a 
playable position in T.Radjabov- 
A.MoTozevich, Monte CaTlo (Tapid) 2007, 
I pTefeT ll...JLd7!? 12 0-0-0 a4 with an 
interesting middlegame. 


b) 8 Ad3 ^c5 (8...<£ih5!?) 9 Ac 2 a5 10 
JLg5 (instead 10 JLe3 can be met with 

10...£ih5, while 10 g4 c6! scores very well 
for Black) 10...c6 (I0...h6!? 11 Jte3 ®h5 is 
also possible) 11 Wd2 cxd5 12 cxd5 ^-d7 
13 a4 Wb6 14 0-0 2fc8 15 Sfel ®b3 16 
Jlxb3 Wxb3 17 2a3 Wb4 was fine foT 
Black in E.BaTeev-P.SvidleT, Elista 1997. 

c) 8 ±e2 <Z)c5 9 Wc2 a5 and here: 



cl) 10 g4 c6 11 Ae3 was actually cov¬ 
ered in Volume I. This position is TatheT 
obscure, so I will repeat it here: ll...a4 
(better than ll...cxd5 12 cxd5 when b5 
is weak) 12 0-0-0 (White cannot even 
take a pawn because 12 Axc5 dxc5 13 
£ixa4 runs into 13... < £>xe4!) 12...cxd5 13 
cxd5 Wa5 14 £>d2 Jld7 15 g5 (this Tuns 
into a great shot, but afteT the 
continuation 15 ®c4 Wc7 Black 
threatens ...b5 when 16 4ia3 can be met 
by I6...4icxe4 17 4ixe4 Wxc 2 + and 

18.. .<£ixe4 with an extTa pawn) 

15.. .<£)fxe4! 16 ®dxe4 (16 4icxe4 <£>xe4 
17 £)c4 Wb4 18 Wxe4 Bfc8 19 Ad2 Wc5 
20 JLe3 and here instead of repeating 
moves with 20...Wb4, Black can play 

20.. .#b5! with the idea of ...JLf5) 
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l6...<S}xe417 Wxe4 (17 £)xe4 loses to the 
Teply 17-Sfc8 18 £)c3 a3l) 17...±f5 18 
Wh4 2fc8 19 < 4 > d2 Sxc3l 20 bxc3 #xd5+ 
aod Black had a winning attack in 
LVurtaev-Y.Shulman, Vladivostok 1995. 

C2)l0jk,g5h6 



11 ^.e3 (11 ^.h4 .&d7 with the idea 
of ..Me 8 and ...4}h7 is like a nomial Pet¬ 
rosian with White’s h3 looking strange) 

ll...£)h5 12 g3 f5 when it is not easy foT 
White to exploit the inclusion of ...h6: 
for example, 13 £)h4 £}f4! 14 icxf4 exf4 
15 £ixg6 fxg3 16 4^xf8 gxf2+ 17 ^fl (ot 
17 *xf 2 &xc3 18 bxc3 £)xe4+ 19 <&fl 
Wh4 with an attack) 17...®xf8 and Black 
had more than enough for the exchange 
in A.Huss-J.Van de Mortel, Biel 1996. 

c3) 10 ±e3 <£)h5 11 g3 f5 12 £)d 2 (12 
exf5 JLxf5 13 Mdl e4 14 £id4 Ad7 15 
4jb3 b6 16 Wd2 We7 was fine foT Black 
in LCyboTowski-R.Kempinski, Opole 
2007) 12...£)f6 13 0-0-0 b6 14 Sdgl and 
now 14...f4 15 Jlxc5 bxc5 16 g4l with 
the idea of g5 and icg4 was better foT 
White in F.Vallejo Pons-T.Radjabov, 
Spanish Team Championship 2005. I 
would pTefeT 14..~&d7 15 g4 4ifxe4 16 


4idxe4 4^xe4 17 £)xe4 fxe4 18 h4 (18 
Wxe4 Wh4) l8...Bf4l? with interesting 
play. 

Cl) 8 i_e3 



This is not critical, but as it can also 
arise via Line D, we will consider it in 
detail. 

8.. .£)h5 

Another way of playing is 8...£)c5 9 
£)d 2 a5. 

9<£)d2 

It looks like White is playing too 
many pawn moves afteT 9 a3 f5 10 b4, 
but it is not so bad. That said, Black has 
done well with both I0...'£’h8 and 

10.. .£sb8l? intending ...a5. Instead 9 £)h2 
We8 10 Jce2 4tf4 11 JLf3 f5 is covered 
undeT Line D in the note to White’s 11th 
move, while the extravagant 9 £)gl We8 
10 JLe2 can be met by I0...£)f4 ot even 

10.. .f5 11 exf5 (afteT ll icxhs gxh5 
Black’s development lead and bishop- 
pair give him good counterplay) ll...£)f4 
12 ,&xf4 exf4 13 fxg6 Wxg6 14 ‘ifl £)c5 
with compensation foT the pawn. 

9 .. Me8 
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A familiar idea. Black’s queen keeps 
an eye on the h 5-knight in preparation 
for 

10£ib3 

This looks a little awkward, but 
White is playing against the a6-knight 
and for a quick c5 break. Instead 10 ice2 
<£¥4 is fine for Black, while 10 g3 f5 11 
exf5 gxf5 12 ice 2 <£¥6 is typically un¬ 
clear. 

10...f5 



11 C5 

This is very ambitious as White is not 
well developed. 

11.. .f4 12 Ad 2 ^xc5 13 <£}xc5 dxc5 14 b4 

After 14 ice2 Black has played 

14.. .5.6 a few times, but it is hard to 
believe in White’s concept after 14... £¥6 
15 b4 cxb4 16 <£^b5 Sf7 when the 64- 
pawn is hanging and Black can continue 
with ...Wd8 and ...JLf8. 

14.. .f3!? 

This is an interesting disruptive 
move. White seems to generate enough 
play after 14...cxb4 15 £}b5 or 14...We7 
15 bxc5 ®xc5 16 Scl. 

15 gxf3 cxb4 16 <£)b5 Wd 8 ! 17 Wb3 *h 8 


18 J.xb4 



18.. .a6!? 

Black continues to fight for the ini¬ 
tiative even at the cost of material. 

19 icxf8 

Bad is 19 £¥3 Sxf3 and Black is also 
better after 19 £¥3 Sf7. 

19-.ii.xf8 

Black’s dark-square play gives him 
good compensation for the exchange. 
White’s king has no comfortable haven. 

20 £¥3 Wf6 

Also playable is 20....&C5, as in 
A.Barsov-S.Bekker Jensen, London 1999. 

21 £}e 2 a5 22 a3 Ac5 23 £sg3 £¥4 24 
£}e2 £)h5 25 £Jg3 £¥4 26 £¥2 

Here in Wang Yue-Ding Liren, 
Shenzhan 2010, White was happy to 
accept a repetition despite his near 200- 
point rating advantage. 

C2) 8 ±g5 

This is White’s main choice, just as it 
was against 7...a5. 

8.. .We8 

Again we avoid the weakening 8...h6. 

9g4 
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White gains nothing from 9 £kl2 
<^h5: for example, 10 g3 (worse is 10 
g4?! £f4 11 Wf3 f5 12 gxf5 gxf5 13 Axf4 
fxe4 14 ^dxe4 Sxf4 15 Wg3 ^b4 and 
Black had the initiative in Aiendennan- 
E.Liu, Milwaukee 2009, because 16 
0-0-0? fails to I6...£sxa2+) 10...f5 11 exf5 
gxf5 12 i.e2 £>f6 with a good position 
for Black. After the oveTambitious 13 
g4?! Wg6 Black quickly took oveT in 
EAtalik-O.SabiTova, Turin Olympiad 
2006. 

9 ^.e2 ^h5 10 g3 is important, how¬ 
ever. 



This position usually comes about 
afteT 6...^a6 7 ^.g5 We8 8 Jie2 e5 9 d5 
£)h5, as in this case White may hesitate 
to play 8 g4 because of 8...C5!?. Now 
Black has two moves: 

a) 10...f5 11 exf5 gxf5 12 ^h4 (not 12 
£sxe5? Wxe5 when the e2-bishop is 
pinned) 12...£rf6 13 Wc2 (if 13 g4 f4l) 

13.. .£sb4 14 Wb3 a5 15 a3 £ia6 16 Wc 2 
4^c 5 17 Ae3 (White must avoid 17 
£sxf5? Axf5 18 Wxf5 ®fe4) 17...b6 18 
0-0-0 a4 19 'i'bl and now TatheT than 

19.. .5b8?! 20 ^b5 Sb7 21 g4l, as in 


G.Kacheishvili-I.SmiTin, Minneapolis 
2005, Avmkh recommends 19...^b3 
with uncleaT play, 
b) 10...f6 is cleveTeT: 
bl) 11 ±e3 f5 12 exf5 gxf5 13 £ih4 
£tf6 14 Wc2 f4! gives Black good play. 

b2) 11 g4 fxg5 12 gxh5 gxh5 (simpler 
is 12 ...h 6 13 hxg 6 Wxg 6 when Black is 
obviously better) 13 £)xg 5 We 7 14 Sgl 
Wf6 15 Sg 2 &h8 16 ±xh5 ±h6 17 h4 
£sc5 gives Black active play, and afteT 18 
b4 Wf4! he took oveT in Z.Gyimesi- 

A. ShiTov, Moscow 2001. If 19 bxc5 Wxh4. 

b3) 11 ^.d 2 f5 12 ^h4 (12 exf5 e4l 
gives Black the initiative: foT example, 
13 £>g5 e3! 14 Jbce3 £sxg3l) 12...£>f6 13 
exf5 gxf5 14 Wc 2 e4?! 15 i.e3 was fa¬ 
vourable for White in M.Mchedlishvili- 

B. Avmkh, BeeTsheba 2005, but instead 

14.. .£sb4 15 Wb3 a5 16 a3 £>a6 17 Wc 2 
£>c5 18 Ae3 b6 would transpose to 
variation ‘a’ above. 

9.. .^d7 

Black continues along the same lines 
as he did in Line B. Instead 9...£)c5 10 
£}d2 a5 is possible, but then it is not 
easy to create counteTplay. Black could 
play ...c6, but generally this does not mix 
well with ...We8. AfteT 11 i.e2 £tfd7,12 
£}b5 is annoying. 

10 Sgl 

Instead 10 &e2 £kic5 11 Sgl ■A’h8 
transposes to the main line. 

10.. .61 18 

The typical reaction to Sgl. Black 
wants to have the option of playing ...f5 
without having his king opposite the 
white Took. 
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11 Ae2 

White plays a noncommittal devel¬ 
opment move. This was the choice of 
Grivas, but there aTe some otheT ideas 
Black should be Teady fon 

a) 11 a3 f5 12 gxf5 gxf5 and now 13 
exf5 e4l gives Black counteTplay, so 
White should prefen 

al) With 13 b4 White plays against 
the a 6 -knight. Markos credits this idea 
to Laznicka, but KTasenkow played it as 
faT back as 2001. I would Tecommend 

13 ...£>f 6 14 ±d3 £>b8!? ot 13...fxe4 14 
£)xe4 £if6. White may have an edge 
here, but having expanded across the 
whole board, his position is not so easy 
to play. 

a2) 13 ice3 4idc5 14 Wc 2 fxe4 15 
£)g5 £>d3+ (afteT 15...Wh5 16 ±e2 Wh4 
17 £icxe4 4ixe4 18 Wxe4 #xe4 19 £sxe4 
itxh 3 20 b4 White has some compensa¬ 
tion according to MaTkos) 16 JLxd3 exd3 
17 Wxd3 ii.f5 18 We2 and Markos pre¬ 
fers White here, but after I8...b6 19 
0 - 0-0 (or 19 b4 e4) 19...^c5 20 JLxcS 
bxc5 21 £)ge4 2b8 the position is un¬ 
clear. 


b) 11 Wd 2 is the main recommenda¬ 
tion of MaTkos. Now ll...*S^dc5 and then: 

bl) 12 ±e 2 f5 13 gxf5 gxf5 14 ^.h 6 
looks risky, but Markos suggests that 
afteT 12...<£ia4 White has nothing better 
than to Tepeat moves with 13 £)b5 
£>4c5. Black could also simply play 

12.. .±d7. 

b 2 ) 12 <^ih4 is directed against ...f5: 

12.. .Ad7 (another MaTkos idea is 

12.. .5.8!? 13 f3 .&f8! with the idea of 
...Ae7 and afteT 14 ite3 ice7 15 g5 f5 
Black has counteTplay) 13 f3 <£>a4 14 
£ib5 (14 £ixa4 iLxa4 15 b3 icd7 16 b4 
2g8! again intends ...JLf8-e7) 14...£>b6 
15 a4 ^.xb5 16 axb5 £>c5 17 Sa3 a5! and 
Black certainly has no problems accord¬ 
ing to MaTkos. 

b3) 12 0-0-0 JLd7 and now: 



b3l) 13 .&e2? Tuns into 13 ...Aa4! 14 
2del 4ib4 15 &bl iLc2+. 

b32) 13 h4 ica4! is an idea bonowed 
from the Samisch. AfteT 14 h 5 (instead 
14 b3 runs into 14...^.xb3; if 14 4ixa4 
Wxa4 White has problems with e4 and 
a2; and 14 2el <5ib4 15 £ib5 a5! 16 
£)xc7 Wd7 17 £)xa8 2xa8 with a win- 
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wng attack for Black is given by MaTkos; 
#18 &>bl jLb3!) 14...i.xdl 15 Wxdl, al- 
Acutgh White has a degree of compen- 
«*ion foT the exchange, Black should 
aot be worse. 

b33) 13 ®bl! is a sensible prophylac¬ 
tic move. Now: 

b33l) 13-f5 14 gxf5 gxf5 15 £ih4 (in¬ 
stead 15 Jth6 Jtxh6 16 Wxh6 Wf7 17 
£h4 Sg8 18 &e2 fxe4 is unclear) 
15-£»ce4 16 4ixe4 fxe4 17 i-h6 Hg8 18 
Axg7+ Sxg7 19 fixg7 &xg7 20 Wg5+ 
Sf8 21 Wh6+ < 4 , e7 and here MaTkos 
suggests 22 i.d3, but instead 22 Wxh7+! 
looks crushing. 

b332) 13...f6 14 -&e3 f5 (l4...Sg8l? 
has been played a few times as well) 15 
gxf5 gxf5 and now 4ih4 is not possible, 
while 16 Ah6 transposes to 15 -&h6 in 
the last variation. 

b333) 13-^34 is sensible. AfteT 14 
£lxa4 Jtxa4 15 b3 .&d7 16 b4 (else Black 
will play ...£)c 5 with an easy game) 

16.. .b5 Black is fine according to MaTkos. 

11.. .41dc5 



12 a3 

This is critical. Instead 12 Wd2 trans¬ 


poses to note ‘b’ to White’s 11th move, 
while 12 4id2 can be met immediately 
by 12...f5 and 12 4ih4 i.d7 (ot even 

12 .. .Hg8!?) looks fine for Black. 

12.. .f5 13 gxf5 

Instead 13 b4 is consistent, but 
White is making a lot of pawn moves. 
AfteT I3...£sxe4 14 4ixe4 fxe4 15 4id2 
4ib8! 16 4ixe4 a5 Black had sufficient 
play in V.KosyTev-A.Kovalev, Minsk 2000. 
Playing 13 £sd2 does not look consistent 
with g4 and Sgl, howeveT, and Avrukh 
points out that 13...h6! is well timed 
here. AfteT 14 i.e3 (ot 14 i-h4 fxe4 15 
£idxe4 4ixe4 16 <Sxe4 4ic5 17 <5 ixc 5 
dxc5 18 Wc2 e4 with counteTplay) 14...f4 
15 i.xc5 Avmkh suggests 15...dxc5 16 
Sbl (16 h4 looks more testing) le.-Wey, 
but I would pTefeT I5...£)xc5!? 16 b4 
4id7 with ideas like ...a5 and ...jkf6 when 
I like Black. 

13.. .gxf514 exf5 Axf5 15 £>h4 



This has scored very well foT White, 
but I think Black has adequate re¬ 
sources. 

15...i-d7!? 

It looks correct to keep the bishop 
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and now White’s knight remains off¬ 
side. OtheT moves have led Black into 
trouble: 

a) 15...e4 16 £\xf5 Sxf5 17 J.e3 We5 

18 &d2 Haf8 (a better idea is I8...£>d3 
intending 19 JLxd3 exd3 20 Wg4 <£>c5) 

19 Hg2l preparing to double Tooks on 
the g-file was good foT White in 
V.LazaTev-V.Nevednichy, Saint Vincent 
2000 . 

b) 15...Wf7 16 Ae3 (16 <5ixf5 Wxf5 17 
Ae3 also looks good foT White) I6...e4 
17 £>xf5 Wxf5 18 4>d2! similarly fa¬ 
voured White in A.Poluljahov- 
G.Timoshenko, Koszalin 1999. If 
I8...£)d3 19 ^.xd3 exd3 20 Wg4 with a 
big advantage. 



16 Wc2 

Instead 16 b4? e4 is bad, but the 
sharp 16 i.h5l? <5id3+ 17 '4>d2 <5ixb2 18 
We2 is critical and has been seen in 
some correspondence games. Black has: 

a) I8...fixf2 19 Wxf2 Wxh5 20 $)e4 
Jtxh3 (ot 20...®xc4+ 21 ‘i'el with the 
idea i.f6, winning) 21 &C2 £)xc4 22 iLf6 
1-0 was M.Rey-C.PaTTa, correspondence 
2004. 


b) 18 ...£ixc4+ 19 i’el e4 20 Jbce8 
i.xc3+ 21 ‘S’dl jLxe8 (instead 21...Saxe8 
22 Wh5 and 1-0 in R.Woelk-J.Pineda, 
correspondence 2008, even though 
22...®e5 still looks messy!) 22 Sa2 (if 22 
Wxc4 Axal) is very messy, although 
admittedly White has scored well in cor¬ 
respondence games. 



l6...Wf7 

Conversely, this has scored well foT 
Black in correspondence play. Grivas 
only gives 16... e417 0-0-0 and now: 

a) 17...i.a4 18 £ixa4 £ixa4 19 &e3 
JLf6 20 Sd4l (better than 20 Ad4 Axd4 

21 fixd4 ^6c5 with good play foT Black 
in D.Tyomkin-R.Ramesh, Andona 2000) 
was J.lvanov-J.Sande EdTeiTa, OrtigueiTa 
2002 . If 20.. Jb<h4 21 Sxe4 Wd8 22 Sxh4 
Wxh4 23 Sg4 with the idea of JLd4 is 
winning foT White. 

b) 17...Sxf2 was queried by Gnvas, 
but 18 Ae3 £>d3+! 19 Sxd3 exd3 20 
Wxd3 ®c5 (ot 20...Wf7l?) 21 Jbcc5 Sxe2 

22 <£>xe2 dxc5 is not so clean 
17 0-0-0 iLf6 18 ibl We7 

With active pieces and a good struc¬ 
ture, Black has scored very well from 
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this position. Some practical examples: 



a) 19 f4 exf4 20 £sf3 -&xg5 21 Sxg5 
Wf6 22 4>a2 J.f5 23 Wcl Sae8 with the 
initiative in E.BoTtnik-W.Gonet, corre¬ 
spondence 2004. 

b) 19 £sf3 AxgS 20 £ixg5 ^.f5 21 
®ge4 £>xe4 22 4ixe4 4ic5 23 -&d3 £>xd3 
24 Wxd3 .&xe4 25 Wxe4 fixf2 with an 
extra pawn in J.RomeTo Sanchez-J.Olano 
AizpuTua, correspondence 2008. 

c) 19 Wd 2 J.xg5 20 Sxg5 Sf4 21 £sf3 
Wf6 22 Sg 3 £ft>3 23 We3 £sd4 and Black 
was better in M.PangTazzi-J.BaTTios 
Troncoso, correspondence 2003. 

D)7d5^h5!? 



This aggressive move gives the Ma¬ 
kogonov Variation an independent fla¬ 
vour. Black aims foT immediately coun- 
teTplay with ...f5 ot ...<?if4. 

8£sh2 

This odd-looking move is the main 
line. By moving his f3-knight White 
momentarily prevents ...f 5 because afteT 
exf5 Black would not have a suitable 
way to TecaptuTe. Instead 8 ice3 4ia6 
transposes to Line Cl. White has also 
tried 8 <£igl, which Black should be 
happy to see so long as he does not 
oveTTeact. A couple of otheT tries: 

a) 8 £id2 We8 9 g3 f5 10 &e2 £)f6 11 
g4 £)a6 12 f3 We 7 13 £>fl £)C5 14 Wc 2 
<£ie8 15 -*Le3 fxe4 16 <2ixe4 4ixe4 17 fxe4 
Wh4+ 18 <&d2 4if6 19 fih2 i.h6 20 i.xh6 
Wxh6+ 21 &c3 &-d.7 gave Black a very 
comfortable position in K.Sakaev- 
T.Radjabov, Khanty Mansiysk 2009. 

b) 8 g3 is a TaTe line recommended 
by MaTkos as an alternative to the main 
lines. Black has: 

bl) 8...f5 9 exf5 gxf5 10 £ig5 £sf6 11 
Ag2 £ia6 12 J.e3 We7 13 0-0 was Yang 
Shen-Wenjun Ju, Nanjing 2009. Now 
13...e4l? would take away the TetTeat of 
the g5-knight and give Black counteT- 
play. 

b 2 ) 8...£ia6 9 -&e 2 f5 10 exf5 gxf5 11 
ZhqS (ot the immediate 11 g4l? and af¬ 
ter ll...We8 12 gxf5 Jb<f5 13 -&e3 £ia6 
14 Hgl £sb4 15 Hcl Wg6 16 £>f3l Wh5? 
17 Sg5 White won material in 
I.Khairullin-E.Sutovsky, Aix-les-Bains 
2011; here 15...e4 16 <2Yb5 is also annoy¬ 
ing, so Black should likely begin with 
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11..Mel when 15 ...e4 would be much 
stronger in the analogous position with 
c7 covered) 11...4if6 12 g4 We8 13 gxf5 
Jtxf5 14 i.g4 i.g6!? 15 £ie6 4ib4! was 
uncleaT in B.Macieja-I.Salgado Lopez, 
Rijeka 2010. 

b3) 8...a5 9 &e2 (9 Jtg2 £>a6 10 0-0 
£>c 5 11 l.e3 ±d7 12 £>el b6 13 *h 2 
We8 14 i.f3 f5l? 15 exf5 e4 16 $Le2 jLxfS 
17 g4 We5+ 18 ‘S’gl £sf4 gave rise to 
heavy complications in G.Vescovi- 
T.Radjabov, BuTsa 2010) 9...£>a6 10 4ih2 
£>f6 (I0...£>c5l?) 11 £>g4 £>c5 12 £>xf6+ 
Wxf6 (Black could also play 12..Jtxf6 13 
h4h5) 13 h4 We7 (not 13...h5?? 14i.g5). 



Now afteT 14 h5 (if 14 Ae3 f 5) Black 
has: 

b3l) 14 ....M 6 !? intending ...Jtg5 
should give Black enough counteTplay. 

b32) 14...gxh5l? 15 Ae3 (instead 15 
Sxh5 f5 16 i.e3 f4?! 17 i.xc5 dxc5 18 
icg4 was a little better foT White in 
M.KTylov-A.FedoTov, Vladimir 2009, but 

I6...£sxe4 was a betteT try) 15...f5 16 
±xc5 dxc5 17 -&d3 Sa6! 18 Sxh5 f4 
(l8..J2b6l?) 19 g4 f3 20 Sf 5 ! (both sides 
fight foT the initiative) 20..JLxf5 21 exf5 


e4 22 <5^xe4 h 5 ! 23 Wxf3 was I.Lysyj- 
J.Gallagher, Budva 2009, and now 

23.. Sg6! is interesting. 

b33) 14...f5 15 hxg6 hxg6 16 ±e3 
(Black also seems fine afteT 16 exf5 gxf5 
17 Wc2 a4 18 JLh6 i.xh6 19 Sxh6 <S>g7 
20 Sh4 Jtd7 21 0-0-0 Ih8, D.Jojua- 
L.Lenic, Istanbul 2005) 16...b6 (this looks 
like an improvement on I6...f4 17 Jtxc5 
dxc5 18 Wd2 S.a.6 19 0-0-0 when White 
had the initiative in B.Macieja- 
G.Souleidis, PeTisteTi 2010) 17 f3 (White 
should consider 17 exf5 with similar 
play to the game above) 17...f4 18 Jtxc5 
(ot 18 JLf2 fxg3 19 icxg3 JLf6 with the 
idea of ...jtg5) I8...bxc5 19 g4 was 
I.Lysyj-J.MaTkos, Plovdiv 2010. Yes, MaT- 
kos faced his own suggestion, but in 
fairness he only claimed 8 g3 led to an 
interesting struggle, not an advantage 
for White. Now afteT l9...JLf6!? if any¬ 
thing I pTefeT Black because of his po¬ 
tential play on the dark squares. 

8.. .We8 



9 i.e2 

Instead 9 £>g4 looks TatheT stTange, 
but Nakamuta recently played this idea 


2 76 



Makogonov Variation: 5 fof3 0-0 6 h3 


afteT 8...£la6. With the queen on e8, the 
h5-knight is supported and I certainly 
cannot see why Black should avoid 9...f5 
when the knight is suTely more of a li¬ 
ability than a strength afteT 10 <£>h6+?! 
<Sh8 11 JLg5 £}a6, while 10 £>e3 £ia6 
will quickly put pressure on e4. 

Black can consider 9...f5 10 exf5 £sf4 
11 jbcf4 exf4 12 fxg6 Wxg6 with active 
play, although this is a bit speculative. 

10 Af 3 f5 



11 g3 

This pawn sacrifice is White’s main 
concept. OtheT moves aTe less testing: 

a) 11 h4 £ia6 12 g3 £>c5! 13 gxf4 exf4 
gives Black excellent play. AfteT 14 e5 
dxe5 15 Ae 2 We7 16 £sfl f 3 17 Jtxf3 e4 
18 d6 JLxc3+ 19 bxc3 cxd6 20 JLg5 We5 
Black had the initiative in LKavalek- 
M.OuinteTos, Bauang 1973. 

b) 11 £tfl £)a6 12 £>g3 £sc5 13 0-0 
£>cd3 14 exf5 £ixcl 15 f6 £icd3! (an un¬ 
usual way to exchange dark-squaTed 
bishops!) 16 fxg7 &xg7 was comfortable 
foT Black in J.Bosch-M.Golubev, DieTen 
1999. 


c) 11 JLe 3 ^a6 and now: 
cl) 12 h4 We7 13 g3 £sb4! 14 Wb3 
£>fd3+ 15 < i>e 2 f4 16 ±d 2 fxg3 17 fxg3 
Sxf3 18 £sxf3 icg4 19 Safi 2f8 20 £sdl 
Wf7 21 &e3 &xf3+ 22 '4>d2 Wd7 23 
Shgl Wh3 24 a3 Axe4 25 Sxf8+ ilxf8 
26 axb4 'iTi 2 + 27 *c3 £\cl 0-1 was the 
famous game L.Kavalek-G.KaspaTov, 
Bugojno 1982. 

c2) 12 0-0 £>c 5 13 b4 (instead 13 
jkxc5 dxc5 is fine foT Black, while afteT 
13 exf5 gxf5 14 Axf4 exf4 15 Sel Wd8 
has been played with success and 

15 .. .'S’g 6 !? looks okay too) 13 ...£ixe 4 
(I3...£icd3!?) 14 <^xe4 fxe4 15 -&xe4 a5 
16 a3 ilf5 was fine foT Black in 
G.Kuzmin-E.Gufeld, Baku 1972, and 

16.. .b5!? 17 c5 axb4 18 axb4 JLf5 is also 
interesting. 

11.. .<£\xh3 12 i.g 2 



This is the critical position foT 

7.. .^h5. Black now has three options. 

12.. .fxe4 

This is probably best. The others: 
a) 12 ...f 4 has been the most com¬ 
mon, but it is probably the worst choice! 
AfteT 13 £>f3 g5 (Black has also tTied 
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13 .. .^xf2, but it is not exactly sound) 14 
£xh3 (14 Sxh3 g4 15 Shi gxf3 16 Wxf3 
Wg6 17 ^.h3 comes to the same thing) 

14.. .g4 15 i.g 2 gxf3 16 Wxf3 Wg6 17 
jth3 White is able to exchange light- 
squared bishops and Black does not 
really have anything to compensate foT 
his positional defects: 17...ibch3 (in¬ 
stead 17...^a6?! 18 J.xc8 Saxc8 19 gxf4 
exf4 20 Ad 2 ‘S’hS 21 0 - 0-0 c6 22 Sdgl 
was winning for White in A.Vyzmana- 
vin-M.ChibuTdanidze, Moscow 1981, 
while 17-fxg3 18 Wxg3 Wxg3 19 fxg3 
leaves Black with a worse endgame) 18 
Sxh3 <S^d7 19 Jtd2 a6 and now both 20 
0-0-0 and 20 &e2 favour White. 

b) 12...Wf7 is interesting, at least 
Black prepares latent pressure on the f- 
file and White has: 



bl) 13 £>f3 fxe4 14 £ixe4 .&g4 and 
now 15 Sxh3 Wf5! 16 £ih4 (16 £ieg5 e4 
is also good foT Black) l6...Wd7 was 
winning foT Black in B.Damljanovic- 
R.Babaev, Benasque 2008, so White 
should pTefeT 15 We2 ftd7 (winning a 
tempo compared to 15..Jbcf3 16 i.xf3 
®xf3 17 Wxf3 Sxf3 18 Sxh3 Sf8) 16 


Sxh3 i.xf3 17 i.xf3 Wxf3 18 Wxf3 Sxf3 
19 '£>e2 Eff8 when he has some com¬ 
pensation foT the pawn, but hardly 
enough foT an advantage. 

b 2 ) 13 Jtxh3 fxe4 14 £sg4 i.xg4 15 
Wxg4 Wxf2+ 16 &dl Wd4+ 17 -&d2 
(White must avoid 17 &c2 Sf2+ 18 <ib3 
<£sa6, but 17 i’el Wf2+ is a draw) 17...e3 
18 WxdA exd4 and now both 19 £sb5 
Sf2 20 Ae6+ <S>h8 21 Ael Sxb2 22 kTl 
d3 23 i.xg6 d2 and 19 i.e6+ <S>h8 20 
4ie4 exd2 21 < &>xd2 h6 aTe uncleaT but 
do not seem worse foT Black. 

b3) 13 Wf3l? looks the most danger¬ 
ous. 



AfteT 13„.fxe4 14 Wxf7+ (14 £>xe4 
£ia6 15 Wxf7+ transposes) 14...Sxf7 15 
<£>xe4 (ot 15 i.e3 when Black has a 
choice between 15...£>f4l? 16 gxf4 exf4 
17 i-d2 f3 18 jLfl i.f5 with three good 
pawns foT the piece and full compensa¬ 
tion in DJakovenko-R.Mamedov, Mos¬ 
cow 2011, and the solid 15 ...4}a6 16 
£>xe4 -s.f5 17 f3 of A.Riazantsev- 
I.KhaiTullin, Budva 2009, when 17...h5l? 
looks pretty sensible) 15...^a6 16 £)fl 
®b4 (MaTkos recommends I6...4ic5 17 
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£)xc 5 <£)xf2 18 <£ie6 <2}xhl 19 JLxhl e4 
which is probably a better try) 17 Axh3 
Chc2+ we have: 



b3l) 18 <idl £>xal 19 Ad2 (19 b3 a5 
20 jk.b2 ftxb3 21 axb3 a4 is also unclear) 
20...b5! (Black must do something ac¬ 
tive, or else White will just walk oveT 
and take the knight) 21 cxb5 2b8 22 
■icl Sxb5 23 ^e3 c6 (Black chips away; 
if he can chase away the e4-knight, f2 
will be vulnerable) 24 dxc6 (not 24 <£>xd6 
Sc5+ 25 ®bl? Sxf2) 24...d5l? (afteT 
24-.Sc7 25 ibl Sxc6 26 <ixal the two 
knights looks more effective than the 
extTa black Took) 25 <£>c3 JSc5 26 4hexd5 
and now Tattler than 26...Sxf2? 27 Ae3 
with a winning position foT White in 
A.Zhigalko-M.VachieT LagTave, Warsaw 
(rapid) 2010, Black could have equalized 
with 26..JSxc6 27 i’bl (otheT moves aTe 
worse: foT example, 27 Ae3? Sd7! 28 
i’bl 5 ^c 2! andthe knight emerges; simi¬ 
lar is 27 Sh2 Hd7l; and 27 J.el e4l 28 
‘i’bl Jbcc3! 29 £>xc3 e3l is also good foT 
Black) 27...1d7 28 <ixal (ot 28 Jtg5 £ic2 
29 £se7+ Sxe7 30 Jbce7 £>d4) 28...Sxc3l 
29 Jbcc3 Sxd5 and the position is equal. 


b32) 18 <ie2! is cleveTeT and gives 
Black problems: I8...i.xh3 19 Sxh3 
£ixal 20 <S^e3 intending Jtd2 and 
Shlxal has scored well foT White in 
correspondence play, and White also 
won oveT the board in A.Grigoryan- 
D. Petrosian, Yerevan 2011. 

13 ^xe4 

This is less common than 13 Jte3, 
but as MaTkos points out, Black is okay 
afteT 13...£ia6! 14 £>xe4 i-f5 15 f3 h5l. 



13...Af5 

Black threatens to take on e4 and f2. 
The following sequence is forced: 

14 £\g4 h5 15 ^ef6+ JLxf6 16 <$ih6+ ig7 
17 4jxf5+ gxf5 



279 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


18 £xh3 

White takes aim at the f5-pawn, but 
this does not cause Black any trouble. 
Instead Kasparov claimed that White 
was better after 18 Sxh3, but afteT 

18.. .12.8 MaTkos considers the position 
to be unclear. While White has some 
potential play on the light squares as 
compensation foT the pawn, Black has 
his trumps as well. Here 19 Wc2 e4 20 
±f4 (ot 20 Ae3 £ia6 21 0-0-0 when 
Black can play 21...4}c5 with an uncleaT 
position ot he can grab material with 

21.. .£sb4 22 1033 £>d3+ 23 Sxd3 exd3 24 

Wxd3 We5l?) 20...^a6 21 i.fl <£ic5 22 
Ae3 la4! 23 Wxa4 £)xa4 24 Sbl was 
G. Faizrakhman ov- E.Bulushev, Novo¬ 

kuznetsk 2007, when Black could have 
played 24...‘S’g6! with excellent chances. 

18.. .%6 19 Wc2 e4 20 Ae3 £ia6 21 i.fl 
■5 jc 5 22 0-0-0 a5 23 Ae 2 Sh8 

AfteT several logical moves a position 
has been reached where White has com¬ 
pensation foT the pawn, but no more. 


The h5-pawn is weak, but it is an extTa 
pawn and Black’s pieces stand well. 



24Sdfl?! 

A misguided plan. White wants to 
connect his rooks so he can play Wdl to 
attack the h5-pawn, but his own king is 
not so safe. 

24...a4 25 Wdl 

This was N.Meskovs-E. Fernandez 
Romero, Caleta 2011. Now 25...1 f e8! 
with the idea of ..MeS looks very strong. 
If 26 f4 exf3 27 flxf3 a3 gives Black a 
strong attack. 


2 80 




1 d4 £>f6 2 c4 g6 3 £)c3 i.g7 4 e4 d6 5 h3 



This flexible system is not seen vety 


In this chapter we look at lines where often, but it is not harmless and has 
White plays 5 h3, but avoids tTanspos- been occasionally played by gTandmas- 

ing into the Makogonov Variation. teTS such as KaT P 0V - '-Sokolov, Aleksan- 
n _ n dTov, KhaTlov, Miroshnichenko and 


Now of course 6 <£>f3 transposes to 
the Makogonov Variation of the previ¬ 
ous chapter. That leaves: 

A: 6 iLe3 

B: 6 ±g5 


GTivas. 

6...e5 

Black can also play 6...£>a6 first. Then 
7 Jtd3 e5 8 d5 transposes to the main 
line, while 7 £tf3 e5 8 d5 is the Ma¬ 
kogonov. White does have an extTa op¬ 
tion, howeveT, in 7 £rf3 e5 and then 8 


A) 6 jke3 


dxe5 dxe5 9 c5l? targeting the a6- 
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knight. This is haTdly the end of the 
world f ot Black, but there is no Teason to 
allow White the extTa option. 

7d5 

Here 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 Wxd8 2xd8 is 
nothing f ot White. 

7...£ia6 

Black could also play 7...a5 when 8 
£)f3 is the Makogonov and 8 JLd3 4ia6 9 
£ige2 <5k5 10 .&c2 transposes to the 
main line. However, White has the extTa 
options of 8 g4 £ia6 9 £>ge2 £)c5 10 <£)g3 
and 8 c5!?. 

8 Ad 3 

Instead 8 £)f3 is the Makogonov, 
while 8 g4 <5k5 hits the e4-pawn before 
White can get his knight to g3, so he has 
to make a move he normally would not 
make. AfteT 9 i.g2 (ot 9 Wc2) Black will 
continue 9...a5 10 £ige2 c6 with the idea 
of ...cxd5, ...Ad7 and then ...a4 followed 
by ...Was, ot ...Wb6. 



8...£ic5 

Playing this at once ensures that the 
knight will not get sidelined so easily by 
a3 and b4- Black can also play for a quick 
...f5 ot try to bring a knight to f4: 


a) 8...4kl7 9 a3 (another good option 
is 9 g4 £}dc5 10 ±c 2 f5 11 a3 fxe4 12 
icxe4! when it is not easy foT Black to 
get the a6-knight into play) 9...£sac5 
(9...f5 10 b4 £>f6 11 ®f3 c5 12 2bl 
might have been drawn here in 

I. Khenkin-Z.Efimenko, Subotica 2008, 
but Black has not solved his problems) 

10 ±c 2 f5 (if 10...a5 11 b4) 11 b4 £ixe4 
12 Jbce4 (ot 12 £)xe4 fxe4 13 Jbce4 a5) 

12.. .fxe4 13 <£>xe4 Wh4?! (I3~.a5 looks 
better) 14 g4 We7 15 foe! 16 ®2g3 
£)xe4 17 £ixe4 ±d7 18 0-0 a5 19 f 3 and 
White’s play was easier in D.Bariov- 
Ki.Georgiev, ATandjelovac 1991. 

b) 8...®h5 9 g3! (if 9 4ige2 f5 10 exf5 
gxf5 11 g4 4if4! gives Black good play) 

9.. .We8 (ot 9...®c 5 10 Ae2! <£f6 11 Wc2 
a5 12 0-0-0, R.Knaak-J.Piket, Hamburg 
1991) 10 ±e2 Chf6 11 ®f3 £id7 (afteT 

II. ..®c5 12 4id2 a5 13 g4 White has an 
ideal Makogonov set-up) 12 g4 f5 13 
gxf5 gxf5 14 exf5 £idc5 15 2gl ‘i’hS 16 
®h4 icxf5 (afteT l6..JLf6 17 JLhs! Black 
is crushed following 17-We7 18 4ig6+ 
hxg6 19 Axg6 and 17...^d3+ 18 ^fl 
4ixb2 19 We2 does not help much) 17 
£ixf5 2xf5 18 Wd 2 Wf8 19 0 - 0-0 fif6 20 
2g4 Ah6 21 Hdgl ^.xe3 22 Wxe3 Wh6 
23 ‘S’dl 2af8 was J.lvanov-V.Akopian, 
Ubeda 2001. Here 24 a3! with the idea 
of b4 and 4ie4 would put Black under 
pressure. 

c) 8...c6 is not played much, but it 
may be Black’s best move OTder, as it 
avoids note ‘b’ to White’s 10th move, 
below. AfteT 9 ftge2 <Sc5 10 icc2 cxd5 j 

11 cxd5 a5 we transpose to the main 
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line, while 9 g4 cxd5 10 cxd5 £>c5 11 
JLc 2 a5 is the less dangerous note ‘a’ to 
White’s 10th move. 

9 Ac 2 a5 



10 <Sjige2 

This is the most common, but there 
aTe a couple of alternatives: 

a) 10 g4 c6 11 Q3qel cxd5 12 cxd5 
icd7 13 a3 (ot 13 ftg3 b5 with good 
queenside counteTplay in A.Khadov- 
S.Dolmatov, St Petersburg 1998) 13...b5 
(also possible is 13...a4l? with the idea 
14 icxc5?! dxc5 when taking the 34- 
pawn would leave the e4-pawn loose) 
14 b4 4ja6 15 Sbl axb4 16 axb4 (White 
has pushed back the knight, but advanc¬ 
ing on both sides of the board has left 
his position a bit stretched out) I6...h5! 
(Black begins a typical King’s Indian se¬ 
quence) 17 f3 (if 17 g5 <£sh7 with the 
idea of ...f6) 17...£sh7 18 <£>d2 (18 gxh5 
Wh4+) I8...h419 Wgl Jif6 with an excel¬ 
lent gamefoT Black in M.Mitkov-Z.Kozul, 
StTuga 2008. 

b) 10 Wd2 was Bologan’s concern. 
White prevents ...c6 and afteT I0...£>h5 
(instead 10...C6 11 dxc6 bxc6 12 0-0-0 


puts too much pressure on d6, but Black 
could consider 10...jLd7) 11 4jge2 f5 12 
exf5 icxfs (I2...gxf5 is probably a better 
try), as in A.Bets-V.Fedoseev, PeteThof 
2007, Bologan suggests 13 icxfs gxf5 14 
g4! fxg4 15 hxg4 £)f4 16 ±xc5 dxc5 17 
<£>g 3 with a nice edge f ot White. 

c) 10 a3 c6 11 £>f3 is a stTange form 
of the Makogonov and ll...cxd5 12 cxd5 
Jtd7 13 0-0 #c7 (with White’s knight on 
f3,13...a4l? can be met by 14 icxc5 dxc5 
15 Sel, although perhaps 15...We8 fol¬ 
lowed by ...b5 ot ...£>h5 isn’t so bad foT 
Black) 14 Scl 2fc8 15 b4 axb4 16 axb4 
4ia6 17 icbl Wd8 18 Wb3 fth5 saw 
Black playing on both flanks, with equal¬ 
ity in I.Sokolov-N.Kabanov, Aix-les-Bains 
2011. 



10...C6 11 a3 cxd512 cxd5 i-d7 13 b4 

Pushing back the knight is critical. If 
13 0-0 a4 the position is the same as in 
the main line of Line Bl, below, except 
White’s bishop is on e3 instead of g5. In 
that line White sometimes can make 
use of the pin on the f6-knight not only 
because the knight cannot move, but 
also because Black has to watch out foT 
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Wf3 pressuring the knight. White’s 
bishop also sometimes voluntarily Te- 
tTeats to e3, though, so overall it is 
probably a fair tTade. In any case, Black 
does not have any Teal problems in ei¬ 
ther line. 

13...axb414 axb4 £>a615 Sbl 



White has pushed Black back, but 
now his Took is tied to the b4-pawn. 
Black is also ahead in development, de¬ 
spite the time spent moving his knight. 

15.. .£lh5! 16 £>a4 

Ot 16 Wd2 2c8 and then: 

a) 17 g3 prevents the knight from 
coming into f4, but White cannot castle: 

17.. .5c4 18 <£idl f5 (Black could also con¬ 
sider l8...Wf6!? with the idea of ...Wf3: 
for example, 19 Ad3 Wf3 20 Sh2 Sxe4l 
21 Axe4 Wxe4 with excellent compen¬ 
sation foT the exchange) 19 Ad3 2c8 
and Black had a good game in 
M.GeTusel-W.Beckemeier, German 
League 1983. 

b) 17 0-0 £if4 18 2fcl Wh4 19 Adi 
$)xg2 20 *xg2 Wxh3+ 21 4>gl f5 with 
two pawns and a strong initiative foT 
the piece. White lost very quickly afteT 


22 f4? g5l 23 fxg5 f4 in P.CTamling- 
S.KindeTmann, Dortmund 1986. 

16.. .^f4! 

This is much stronger than the 

16.. .f5?! 17 exf5 AxfS?! 18 £)b6 of 
I.Sokolov-P.Thipsay, Moscow Olympiad 
1994. 



Now: 

a) 17 £>xf4? is too greedy. AfteT 

17...exf4 18 Axf4 Black played l8...Ab5 
and had good compensation foT the 
pawn in B.Kovacevic-M.Zufic, Nova 
Gorica 2001, but I8...b5l looks even 
stronger AfteT 19 <£>b2 <S^xb4 if White 
plays 20 Axd6 then 20...<5^xc2+ 21 Wxc2 
Sc8 intending ...2e8 ot ..M a5+ gives 
Black a tremendous initiative. 

b) 17 0-0 Wg5l? (critical, but Black 
can also play 17...Ab5 18 £iac3 Ac4 
with a fine position) 18 g3 is unclear. 
Some possibilities: 

bl) l8...Axh3 19 flel ^xe2+ 20 
Wxe2 We7 21 4>h2 Ad7 22 ^b6 and 
White has compensation foT the pawn. 

b 2 ) I8...^xh3+ 19 ^g 2 Wh5 20 ^ec3 
£if4+ (worse is 20...Wxdl? 21 Axdl with 
the idea of £ib6 when the h3-knight is 
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in trouble, but 20..JLg4l? 21 f3 £>f4+ 22 
gxf4 -»-h 3 + 23 &gl exf4 24 i.xf4 Sfc8 
would be unclear) 21 gxf4 Wh3+ 22 &gl 
i.g4 23 f3 Wg 3 + with a draw. 

B)6Ag5 



This tricky line has long been fa¬ 
voured by Romanian players. White is 
happy to provoke ...h6 and then retreat 
the bishop to e3. It is similar to the Aver¬ 
bakh Variation, but White has played h3 
instead of &e2. Here White is less well 
developed, but he can play a quick £>f3 
and retreat the bishop to e 3 if necessary 
without worrying about ...<£>g4. White 
may also play a quick g2-g4. 

6...4ja6 

This is a classical approach. Black will 
play ...e5 and attempt to play around 
the g5-bishop. It is worse to play 6...h6 7 
i.e3 e5 as White will quickly gain a 
tempo with Wd2, attacking the pawn on 
h6. If Black protects the pawn with 
...i’hy, then after Jtd3 he will be under 
pressure on the bl-h7 and cl-h6 diago¬ 
nals, so ...f5 will be difficult to achieve. 


The main alternative is to continue 
in a similar vein to the Averbakh with 
6...C5 7 d5 e6 (after 7...h6 8 Jte3 e6 9 
Wd 2 exd5 10 exd5 Se8 11 ,&d3! White is 
a tempo up on Averbakh because the 
bishop has gone to d3 in one move) 8 
jtd3 exd5 and now both 9 cxd5 and 9 
exd5 are important lines. 

By playing 6...£>a6 we will reach 
similar positions to those in the Ma- 
kogonov. There will even be several pos¬ 
sible transpositions if White plays an 
early £>f 3. 



7i-d3 

The development of the bishop to d3 
is a common feature of these early h3 
lines. Instead 7 £>f3 e5 8 d5 We8 is one 
of the main lines of the Makogonov. 
White does have two alternatives: 

a) 7 g4 e5 8 d5 #e8 9 <S}ge2 (9 £>f3 is 
again a main line Makogonov) and now-. 

al) 9...c6 10 £>g3 cxd5 11 cxd5 Jtd7 
12 i.d3 £sc5 13 i.c 2 a5 14 a4 Wd8! 
(Black has lost time, but White has used 
that time to play g4 in a position where 
it is not necessarily so good) 15 ISbl Sc8 
16 ‘ifl 4ja6 (instead l6...Wb6 17 Wf3 is 
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annoying, but I6...h6 17 JLe3 Wb6 is a 
reasonable alternative) 17 -&d3 ®c5 
with a fairly level position in 
P.CTamling-J.GallagheT, Biel 1994. 

a2) 9...&C5 10 <^g3 a5 11 ±e2 c6 12 
b4 cxd5 13 cxd5 ^.d7 14 JLe3 (with tbe 
idea of g4-g5) (I4...®d8!?) 15 

b5 b5 16 g5 ®e8 17 hxg6 fxg6 18 JLg4 
Wc8 19 JLxd7 Wxd7 is fine foT Black and 
afteT 20 Sh4 b4 21 <Sjce2 Wb5 22 4rfl 
Sa7! 23 *g 2 Saf7 24 Wd 2 ftd3 be had 
taken oveT tbe initiative in M.Tupy- 
B.Maryasin, Olomouc 2001. 

b) 7 ®ge2 commits tbe knight too 
eaTly as it blocks White’s development 
and will soon have to move again - it is 
better to play ,&d3 first. In general I am 
suspicious of lines where White has to 
play such an eaTly £sg3. Here 7...e5 8 d5 
c6! is a good response, as White’s devel¬ 
opment is awkward and Black can cre¬ 
ate counteTplay quickly on the queen- 
side afteT 9 g4 (9 Wd2 cxd5 10 cxd5 ®c5 
11 £>g3 a5 12 ±.e 2 a4 13 0-0 Wa5 14 
Sfcl k.dj 15 f3 Sfc8 was fine foT Black 
in M.Suba-L.Nisipeanu, Baile Tusnad 
1997) 9...cxd5 10 cxd5 and now: 



bl) 10...b5l? 11 £>g3 b 4 12 £>bl (in¬ 
stead 12 <&a4 Wa5 13 b3 Ad7 14 ®b2 
was S.Atalik-Z.Peng, Wijk aan Zee 1997; 
here Black should have tried 14...£>c5 15 
£}c4 ®c 7 with the idea 16 Wf3 £}e8 17 
±e7?! Axg4!) 12...£ic5 13 £)d 2 Ad7 
(I3...a5l?) 14 ±c4 Wb6!? 15 Wf3 £te8 16 
0-0 (afteT 16 Jte7 4ic7 17 Axf8 Sxf8 
Black has quite good positional com¬ 
pensation with ideas like ...£)b5 and 
..JLh6) 16...<£\c7 17 Sfcl Sfc8 18 ±e3 
£)b5 19 i.xb5 Wxb5 20 ftc4 was uncleaT 
in A.Beliavsky-D.Stellwagen, Amsterdam 
2009, and here 20...Wb8 with the idea of 
...a5 looks best. 

b2) 10...Jtd7 11 £ig3 Wb6 12 Wd2 
<5k5 13 Ae2 a5 14 .&e3 (Black had good 
counteTplay afteT 14 0-0 Hfc8 15 Ae3 a4 
16 Sfcl Wa5 17 f3 b5 18 ®dl Wxd2 19 
±xd2 <Se8 20 £sf2 ftc7 21 Sc2 Sab8 22 
Sad b4 in M.Suba-A.Motylev, Eforie 
NoTd 2000) 14...Sfc8 15 Scl a4 16 f3 
Wa5 17 &f 2 b5 18 <4>g2 b4 19 £)dl a3 20 
b3 and now Black came up with the fan¬ 
tastic 20...4ixb3! 21 axb3 Sxcl 22 Wxcl 
a 2 23 Wal ®xd5! 24 exd5 e4 25 £sb 2 in 
Z.Gyimesi-J. Ivanov, Andona 2001. Here 

25.. .Wxd5! with the idea of ...Wxb3 
would have given Black a winning posi¬ 
tion. 

7.. .e5 

Sometimes Black plays 7...c6 before 
...e5, while 7~Me8 is also common, as 
Black TeseTves the option of playing 8 g4 
c5l?. Instead 8 £>ge2 e5 9 d5 transposes 
to the notes to White 9th move in Line 
B2.1 pTefeT the more direct text move. 
8d5 
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Now Black has a choice. He can play 
8 ...c 6 in OTder to ensure he can create 
counteTplay on the queenside if White 
chooses to play on the king side, or he 
can play 8..Me8 when play is similar to 
that in the Makogonov. 

Bl: 8...c6 
B2:8...#e8 

Bl) 8...C6 



9<Sige2 

Alternatives: 

a) 9 g4 looks pTematuTe, as Black can 
immediately create play with 9 „.cxd 5 10 
cxd 5 <Sic5 11 Ac 2 Wb 6 12 Sbl a 5 with 


the idea of ...jtd7, ...Sfc8, and perhaps 
...Wa6!? and ...b5-b4. 

b) 9 a 3 also seems a bit eaTly: 9 ...£>c 5 

10 Ac2 cxd5 11 <Sixd5 (ll cxd5 is safer) 

11.. .£se6 12 Ae 3 ?! <Sixd5 13 cxd5 Sif4 14 
Wf3 f 5 and White’s position fell apart in 
A.Chemin-G.KaspaTov, Munich (blitz) 
1994. 

c) 9 <Sif3 (this is like a Makogonov 
with 8 ...c 6 9 ^.d 3 , but in that move ot- 
deT both 9 <Sid2 and 9 Ae2 aTe more 
dangerous) 9...cxd5 10 cxd5 (10 <Sixd5 
Ae6 is not dangerous) 10...<$}c5 11 Ac2 
a5 12 0-0 Ad7 13 a4 (instead 13 a3 a4 is 
similar to the main line, but White does 
not even have a quick f 2 -f 4 available) 

13.. .Wb6 14 Sbl Hfc 8 15 <Sid2 Wa 6 
(l5...Wb4l?) 16 Wf3 -SitiS 17 ^.dl Wd3 18 
Ae3 <Sif4 with complicated play in 
Z.Pyda-E.PTokopchuk, Koszalin 2001. 
9-.cxd5 10 cxd5 

This is the nornial move, but the al¬ 
ternate TecaptuTes aTe also possible, if 
not particularly threatening: 

a) 10 <$}xd5 ‘Sics (ot even 10...Wa5+ 

11 Ad 2 Wd8) 11 Ac 2 <Sie6 12 Ae3 <Sixd5 
13 cxd5 <Sif4 14 Sixf4 exf4 15 ii.xf4 
JLxb2 16 Sbl Wa5+ looks a tot like a 
Gmnfeld. AfteT 17 ^fl (ot 17 .&d2 
Wxa2) 17...Wxa2 18 J.xd6 Wa6+ 19 ^gl 
Wxd6 20 Sxb2 We5 21 Sb4 a5 22 Sd4 
Ad7 23 Wd2 Sfc8 Black’s queenside 
pawns were at least as dangerous as 
White’s centre in J.Socha-K.Zpevakova, 
correspondence 1999. 

b) 10 exd5 <Sic5 11 Ac 2 a5 12 0-0 
Ad7 lead to uncleaT play afteT 13 Sbl 
(ot 13 <Sig3 Wb6 14 b3 Sfc8, C.Seel- 
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N.Djukic, Oropesa del Mar 2001) 

13.. .We8 14 £sg3 h5l? 15 JLe3 b6 in 
M.Kazhgaleyev-J.Polgar, CalatTava 
(Tapid) 2007. 

10.. .£)c5 11 jLc 2 a5 12 0-0 kdl 13 a3 

Black is Teady to advance on the 
queenside, so White must decide what 
type of stmctuTe he wants. The text 
move allows Black to fix the queenside, 
but afteT 13 a4 ®b6 14 Sbl Sfc8 15 .&e3 
Wb4 Black has decent play as well. 

13.. .a4 



14£hi 

With this move White prepares to 
play a TatheT unconventional f2-f4. This 
is probably the best idea because Black 
cannot easily get a knight to e5 and the 
alternatives have not given White 
much. Certainly 14 g4 Wb6 15 .&e3 (not 
15 Sbl? h5!) 15...Sfc8 and 14 £scl Wb6 
15 Sbl Sfc8 look fine foT Black. White’s 
main alternative is 14 ®d2 Wb6 15 
Sabi Sfc8 and now: 

a) 16 £sg3 Wd8 (ot I6...£>b3 17 i.xb3 
Wxb3 18 f4 Wb6+ and ...Wd4) 17 Ah6 
(with this move White tTies to get close 
to the black king, but from a positional 


standpoint Black should welcome this 
exchange) 17....&xh6 18 Wxh6 Wf8 19 
We3 i.e8 was agreed drawn in 
G.Kasparov-V.KTamnik, Las Palmas 1996. 

b) AfteT 16 'i’hl jte8 17 £)g3 (afteT 
17 f4 exf4 Black can quickly bring a 
knight to e5) 17...£sfd7 18 Jth6 Wd8 
(Hazai suggests l8...iLxh6 19 Wxh6 
#d8) 19 ±g5 #b6 20 iLh6 Wd8 21 i.g5 
Af6l Black declined a repetition and 
soon had a slight initiative with 22 i.e3 
£>b6 23 We2 i.g5 24 £)dl ±f4! in 
A.YeTmolinsky-R.Kasimdzhanov, Wijk 
aan Zee 1999. 

14...We7 

Black can also play 14...®b6 15 Sbl 
&h8 (15-Sfc8 looks illogical with 

White’s f2-f4 coming), preparing to curl 
up with ...£sg8 if necessary. 



It is not easy for White to achieve 
anything here: 

a) 16 f4 is untried. AfteT I6...h6 17 
fxe5 dxe5 (I7...£sg4!?) 18 ±e3 Wd6 the 
position is fairly level with chances foT 
both sides. 

b) 16 g4 looks a bit out of place: 

I6...£sg8 17 £sg3 Wa6 18 h4 Wc4 19 h5 
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Ah6 20 Axh6 £>xh6 21 f3 f6 22 Wd2 
«#7 23 &g2 ”Sg7 was fine foT Black in 
ADreev-A. Fedorov, Maikop 1998. 

c) 16 £>g3 £sg8 17 $Le3 Wa5 18 Wd2 
«ds?! 19 f4 gave White some initiative 
in LPsakhis-K.Movsziszian, BalagueT 
1998, but it would have been more con¬ 
sistent to have played I8...b5 19 f4 b4 20 
axb4 Wxb4 with counteTplay. 

15£>g3 

Black also reached a comfortable po¬ 
sition afteT 15 Wd2 Sfc8 16 Sabi (16 f4 
h6!) I6...b5 17 f3 -&e8 18 g4 Sab8 19 
4ja2 §b7 20 <5ib4 <5ia6 21 ftg3 ftxb4 22 
axb4 £>d7 23 .&d3 <£>b6 in l.lvanisevic- 
M.Tratar, Istanbul 2003. 

15~-Sfc8 16 ±e3 b5 17 Wd2 



17.. .1Le8! 

Black’s pieces all look well placed, 
but he comes up with a good plan cre¬ 
ate an initiative on the queenside. 

18 Ag5 

If 18 f4 exf4 19 Axf4 <£>fd7l and the 
knight comes to the e5-squaTe. 

18.. .'tf8! 19 Sadi Sab8 20 <^a2 £tfd7 21 
£lb4 £ib6 22 Ad3 £ib3 23 Wei £ic 4 24 
i.xc4 Sxc4 


With the bishop-paiT and the possi¬ 
bility to play on both sides of the board, 
Black was doing very well in J.Tihonov- 
A.FedoTov, Minsk 2011. 

B2) 8...We8 



This is a different approach, al¬ 
though Black can still play ...c6 if neces¬ 
sary. 

9g4 

White prevents ...<£sh5 and hopes to 
dissuade Black from breaking with ...f5. 
Instead 9 <£>f3 is the Makogonov, but 
White has a major alternative in 9 
4}ge2. This may be stronger than the 
text - at least it is safer Black has: 

a) 9...^c5 10 Jlc2 a5 11 g4 is note ‘a’ 
to Black’s 9th move in our main line, but 
11 0-0 ±d7 (if ll...£rfd7?! 12 £\b5) 12 
5b 1 looked better foT White in 
l.lvanisevic-M.Tosic, Heroeg Novi 2001. 

b) 9...£*h5 10 Wd2 (afteT 10 g4 £tf4 
11 <£\xf4 exf4 Black is doing well afteT 
both 12 Wd2?l <5ic5 and 12 Ji.xf4 f5) 

10...f5 11 0-0-0 (11 f3 f4 looks fine, while 
11 exf5 gxf5 12 0 - 0-0 e4 13 Abl £\c5 14 
f3 icd7 was unclear in A.Mikhalevski- 
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B.Avmkh, Israeli League 2008) ll...ftc5 
12 &C 2 f4 13 g4 fxg 3 14 fxg3 -&d7 15 g4 
4tf4 16 £jxf4 exf4 17 Sdfl i.a4! arid 
Black had excellent counteTplay in 
A.Mikhalevski-M.Pavlovic, Biel 1998. 

c) 9...^d7andnow: 

cl) 10 0-0 does not challenge Black’s 
concept. AfteT 10...f5 11 exf5 gxf5 12 f4 
e4 13 ±c 2 Whs 14 £>d4?l Wxdl 15 
fiaxdl £ib4 16 ^.bl £>c5 17 £>cb5 £>bd3l 
18 b4 ii.xd4+ 19 <£sxd4 £jxb4 Black was 
doing well in P.CTamling-J.Gallagher, 
Bern 1992. 

c2) 10 a3 is always a critical plan 
with a knight on a6. AfteT I0...f5 (in¬ 
stead I0...£)ac5!? 11 &c2 a5 is not so 
bad afteT 12 b4 <£>a6 ot 12 £ib5 £>a6) 11 
b4 f4 the position is unclean 



White has a space advantage, but his 
king does not have an ideal home and 
Black can exchange the dark-squaTed 
bishops. It is not so easy foT White to do 
anything, while Black regroups. AfteT 12 
f3 -s.f6 13 Ji.xf6 Sxf6 (if 13...£jxf6 14 c5) 
there aTe a couple of examples: 

c2l) 14 WaA We7 15 £>dl £iab8 16 
£tf2 Sf7 and Black is Teady to play ...a5 


ot ...£>f6. White oveneacted with 17 c5?l 
dxc5 18 d6?l cxd6 19 Ac4 4jb6 20 Ji.xf7+ 
*fcxf7 21 Wc2 Jte6 when Black had too 
much foT the exchange in R.Janssen- 
D.ReindeTman, HilveTsum 2008. 

C 22 ) 14 Wh3 ^h8 15 &d 2 c5l 16 b5 
£\c7 17 £>a4?! (a misguided plan) 

17...Wd8 18 b6 £>xb6 19 £ixb6 axb6 20 
Wxb6 2a6 21 Wh2 fte8 22 Wc3 Sf7 23 
Sabi £>f6 with an excellent position foT 
Black in S.SeTgienko-Z.Efimenko, St Pe¬ 
tersburg 2004. 

AfteT 9 g4 Black has several possibili¬ 
ties. 



9.. .£sd7 

This consistent move is Black’s most 
common approach. Alternatives: 

a) 9 ...£sc5 10 ±c2 a5 11 £>ge2 £>fd7 
(ll...JLd7 is variation ‘b’) 12 £>g3 £>b6 
(we have seen this idea before; the 
knight is not badly placed here at all) 13 
We2 (White could play 13 b3, but then 
castling queenside would be Tisky) 

13.. ~&d7 14 h4 <?jba4 15 £jxa4 ±xa4 16 
b3 jtd7 17 h5 was E.AgTest-V.Milov, 
Frankfurt 2000, and 17...b5l? looks sen¬ 
sible. 
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Other h3 Lines: 5 h3 0-0 6 &.e3 and 6 &g5 


b) 9..Ad7 10 £ige2 ®c5 11 &c2 a5 
12 $3q3 and here 12...b5?! is premature 
because of 13 cxb5 with the idea 

13.. ~&xb5? 14 Wf3, but both 12...<4'h8, 
giving the f6-knight a TetTeat, and 

12.. .5.8!? intending ...b5 aTe interesting. 

c) g.-'A’hS 10 £ige2 £ig8 11 £\g3 f6 
(ll_.f5?! does not work: 12 exf5 e4 13 
£icxe4 gxfs 14 gxf5 icxf5 15 ice3 with a 
cleaT advantage in E.BaTeev-D.Mozetic, 
Belgrade 1993) 12 &e3 .&h6 13 Jtxh6 
®xh6 14 ±e 2 ?! We7 15 Wd 2 4>g7 16 
0-0-0 JLd7 17 Sdgl <£f7 18 h4 c5 was 
B.AvTukh-G.MohT, Pula 2000, and here 

18.. .£)c 5!? was also possible. 

d) 9-..c6 looks inconsistent, but Black 
is only switching plans now that White 
has committed himself. AfteT 10 ®ge2 
cxd5 11 cxd5 £ic5 12 ±c 2 a5 13 a3 a414 
®g3 (Beliavsky claims that White is 
much better afteT 14 Wd2, but I do not 
see what the problem is) 14...b5 15 Wf3 
Wd8 16 £)ge2 (if 16 £)xb5 2b8) l6..JLd7 
17 fta 2 Sc8 18 $3ec3 h6 White has: 



dl) 19 -&e3 £)b3! 20 JLxb3 axb3 21 
£)b4 Sxc3! 22 bxc3 #c7 23 -&d 2 WcA 
and White’s position is falling apaTt. 


d2) 19 i<-d2 h5 (ot 19...ftb7!? with the 
idea of ...£sa5-c4) 20 g5 £>h7 with the 
idea of ...f6 gives Black counteTplay. 
d3) 19 .&h4 g5 20 ,&g 3 £sb3 (again 

20.. .£sb7!? is possible) 21 Jtxb3 axb3 22 
£sb4 h5l? was uncleaT in A.Beliavsky- 
Z.Kozul, PortoToz 1997. There were otheT 
interesting possibilities such as 

22.. .Wb6, 22...fic4 and even 22...2xc3l? 
23 bxc3 Wc7. 

Returning to 9...£»d7: 



10 a3 

White plays against the a6-knight. 
This is logical enough, but it does cost 
him a tempo and weakens some 
squares on the queenside. If White loses 
control, his king often gets stuck in the 
centre and he can easily TegTet the ad¬ 
vance of the g-pawn. The alternatives do 
not look any better, howeveT, as Black is 
able to fight foT the initiative: 

a) 10 £)f3 f5 (I0...£)dc5 with the idea 
of ...f5 is possible as well) 11 gxf5 gxf5 
12 flgl (not 12 exf5? e4) 12 ... < £’h 8 13 
£)h4 (this is a standard idea, but if 
White loses the initiative, his position 
can disintegrate Tapidly) 13...£»dc5 14 
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i.c 2 fxe4 15 4^xe4 4^xe4 16 JLxe4 <£>c5 
17 Wc 2 (if 17 ^.c 2 e4!) 17...^xe4 18 
Wxe4 Wh5 19 Scl ±d7 20 Sc3 2ae8 21 
Scg3 b5! 22 Wg2 e4 23 Ae7 e3! (he only 
move, but crushing) 24 f3 (or 24 Sxe3 
Jtxb2! with the idea of ....&C3+) 24...fixe7 
0-1 T.Paunovic-V.Kupreichik, Cetinje 
1992. Model play from Black. 

b) 10 <$jge 2 <£sdc5 11 Ac2 f5 and: 



bl) 12 f3 <^b4! 13 Abl fxg4 14 fxg4 
was P.Soln-E.Bukic, Ljubljana 1997. Gal¬ 
lagher points out that here 14...W7! is 
pretty crushing. 

b2) 12 a3 fxe4 13 £>xe4? (better was 

13 b4 £>d3+ 14 Axd3 exd3 15 Wxd3 e4 
16 Wd 2 c5l? 17 b5 £>b4 18 axb4 cxb4 19 
£sd4 bxc3 20 Wxc3 with unclear play 
according to Gallagher, while recycling 
the knight and preparing ...a5 with 

16.. .£>b8!? is also worth a look) 13 ...^xe4 

14 i.xe4 £>c5 15 ^c3 (if 15 Ac 2 e4) 

15.. .b5! 16 Jte3 (White cannot maintain 
his balance, as 16 cxb5 £sxe4 17 £>xe4 
Wxb5 is great for Black) I6...£)xe4 17 
£>xe4 bxc4 18 Wc 2 Wb5 19 0 - 0-0 Ad7 
with a winning position for Black in 
I.Zotnikov-J.Gallagher, Arosa 1996. 


b3) 12 exf5 gxf5 13 a3 e4 14 Ae3 
£>d3+ 15 Jtxd3 exd3 16 £>f4 (not 16 
Wxd3 f4) I6...fxg4 17 £>xd3 g3 (even 
stronger is 17-.gxh3, taking a pawn) 18 
&d2 gxf2 19 We2 JLf5 was better for 
Black in N.Eliet-J.Gallagher, Charleville 
2000 . 

b4) 12 gxf5 gxf5 13 £>g3 (after 13 
exf5 Black should avoid 13 ...e4? 14 f6 
and simply play 13...JLxf5 14 i.xf5 Sxf5 
15 i.e3 Sf3 with the initiative) 13...Wg6 
14 h4 f4 15 £>f5 Jlxf5 (l5.~Sxf5 16 exf5 
Jtxf5 is even more accurate) 16 exf5 
Sxf5l 17 Axf5 (17 Hgl e4) 17...Wxf5 18 
2 gl * 118 ! 19 Wg 4 Wxg 4 20 Sxg 4 h 6 ! 
was P.Soln-M.Tratar, Grize 1996. The 
bishop is trapped and Black will have a 
better endgame. 



10...^ac5 

This move seems a bit odd at first 
Black gains time to play ...a5, but the 
knight can still be pushed back. It turns 
out that White’s achievement of b2-b4 
is not always a one-sided affair, as his 
advances on both sides of the board can 
leave him feeling a bit overextended. 
Two other moves deserve attention: 
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a) 10.. ,£)dc5 can b e justified i f Black’s 
knights do not get pushed back: 11 &c2 
f5 12 b4 (12 f3 fxe4 13 fxe4 Wf7 14 We 2 
may be more challenging) 12...£)xe4 13 
£)xe4 fxe4 14 .&xe4 £)b8! 15 £)e 2 a5 16 
0-0 £>d7 17 f3 £lf6 18 £ic 3 Ad7?l (better 
is I8...axb4 19 axb4 iLd7 when White 
will have to pay attention to both sides 
of the board) 19 b5l and White’s space 
and control of e4 gave him a pleasant 
advantage in B.Damljanovic- 
M.Solleveld, Andorra 2004. 

b) 10...f5 is actually the most com¬ 
mon move. Black has not scored well, 
but it looks viable if Black is accurate. 
AfteT ll b4 (here 11 f3 is well met by 
ll...£iac5 12 . -s.c 2 fxe4 13 fxe4 Wf7 14 
We2 a5l) Black has: 



bl) ll...f4 12 JLh4! (White keeps the 
f3-squaTe available foT his knight; in¬ 
stead 12 f3 Af6 is not so clear) 12...iLf6 
13 Axf6 <Sxf6 14 4^f3 c5 15 dxc6 bxc6 
16 c5! dxc5 17 Ac4+ &g7 18 Wa4 was 
very good foT White in E.BaTeev- 
J.GallagheT, German League 1999. 

b 2 ) ll...fxe4l? 12 £ixe4 £tf6 13 £>f3 
(13 £se 2 l?) 13...^xe4 14 i.xe4 ^b8! 15 


£e3 £id7 16 g5 £>b6 17 ^d2 £f5 and 
Black had excellent play in Z.Ksieski- 
J.Howell, Liechtenstein 1994. 

b3) ll...£if6 12 f3 c6 (White has a lot 
of space, so Black must chip away) 13 
Wb3 cxd5 14 cxd5 iLd7 15 0 - 0-0 was 
A.YeTmolinsky-T.Shaked, Newark 1995. 
Now 15...fxe4 16 fxe4 (instead 16 <5^xe4? 
loses to l6..Jk.a4 and 16 ,&xe4 £)xe4 17 
fxe4 £)c7 is good foT Black) 16 ...<Sc 7 is 
unclean White has more space, but his 
king position is TatheT airy. 

11±c2 a5 

Black can also play 11...f5 12 f3 (afteT 
12 b4?! ^xe4 13 £)xe4 fxe4 14 ^.xe4 
Black does not have to recycle the knight 
from b8 to d7, and 14...a5 already gives 
him the initiative) 12...fxe4 13 fxe4 Af6 
(Black could consider 13 ...W 7 14 We2 a5 
or 13...a5 14 We2 £)b6!) 14 Axf6 £)xf6 
15 b4 £)a6?! (better is 15...^cd7 when 
White has space, but his king may not 
find an ideal home) 16 Wd2 Wf7 17 
0-0-0 £>d7 18 £)ge2 £)b6 19 Ab3 was 
good foT White in M.Kazhgaleyev- 
S.Martinovic, Sibenik 2009; Black’s 
knights aTeboth pooTly placed. 
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12 £>ge2 

It turns out that this move is haTdly 
ideal. Instead 12 £>b5 would be met by 

12...£}a6 with the idea of ...£ib6, while 
afteT 12 ^f3 £>b6! Black is all set for his 
standard plans with ...a4 ot ...iLd7 
followed by ...£iba4. 

The critical move is considered to be 
12 b4. 



Here Black has: 

a) 12...axb4 13 axb4 Sxal 14 Wxal 
£ia6 15 Wa3 f5 16 exf5 e4l leads to 
complications: 17 fxg6 (Black has good 
play afteT 17 £)xe4 gxf5 18 gxf5 Sxf5 
with the idea of ...£>e5) 17...Wxg6 18 
±e3 (or 18 i.cl Wf6 19 £)xe4 Wd4 20 
Wb3 b5l 21 cxb5 £>xb4 with the initia¬ 
tive) I8...£\e5 19 ^xe4 (19 Wb3 £>d3+ 20 
jtxd3 exd3) 19...£sxc4 20 Wb3 £>xe3 21 
fxe3 Wh6! 22 $)e 2 ±xg4 23 £tf4 Wh4+ 
24 £>f2?l (better is 24 &d2 with an un¬ 
clear position) 24...icf3 25 Sgl Sxf4? 
(25...‘4’h8!? would have retained the ini¬ 
tiative) 26 exf4 We7+ 27 &d2! We2+ 28 
&C1 Wxf2 was E.DeaTing-A.David, 
French League 2006. Here 29 Sxg7+! 
&xg7 30 Wb2+ would win instantly, as 


30.. .^f8 (moving to a light square loses 
the queen, while 30... , 4 , h6 31 Wf6+ &h5 
32 Wg5 is mate) 31 Wh8+ is mate in 9... 

b) I2...^a6! is untTied, but looks 
good. AfteT 13 Sbl (this may not be not 
necessary yet, but ...£}b6 will attack c4 
and protect the a8-rook: foT example, 13 
^ge2 <5^b6! and both the b4- and 04- 
pawns aTe attacked, ot 13 We 2 axb 4 14 
axb4 *Sjb6 15 b5 when both 15 ...^c5 and 

15.. .£}b4 look fine) 13...^b6 14 We2 
axb4 15 axb4 f5 and Black has excellent 
play. 

12.. .£)b6! 

So often in the h3 lines this ‘ugly’ 
move turns out to be quite good. 

13 b3 f5 14 Sgl 

Black also has very good play afteT 14 
gxf5 gxf5 15 Sgl (ot 15 exf5 ik.xf5) 

15.. .‘i’h8. 

14.. .fxe4 15 £)xe4 ■? xe416 iLxe4 



16 ...a4! 

Black chips away at the white struc¬ 
ture. White would love to advance his fa- 
pawn, but then c4 would drop immedi¬ 
ately. 

17 £sc 3 axb3 18 Wxb3 ®d7 
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Other h3 Lines: 5 h3 0-0 6 JLe3 and 6 &.g5 


Black is also doing well afteT Hazai’s 
suggestion I8...4ia4. 

19 £e3 b6 20 Sa2 We7 

Both 20...4ic5 and 20...4if6 are good 
alternatives. 

21 Sg3 22 £xc5 bxc5 23 a4 i-h6 24 

4ie2 

24...^.d7 

Black could also play 24..~&g5 with 
the idea of ...iLh4, but 24..~&a6! looks 
best. Black threatens ...Uab8-b4 and if 
25 4ic3 Wg5, with the idea 26 Sc2 Wf4 
27 Sf3 Wh2, White’s position is coming 
apaTt at the seams. 



25 Wc2 i.f4 26 Sf3 la 5 27 4ic3 Hfa8 
Black is still better, but a draw was 
agreed in E.AgTest-V.Milov, Ohrid 2001. 
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Seirawan Variation 


5l.d3 



1 d4 £lf6 2 c4 g6 3 £>c3 £g7 4 e4 d6 5 
i.d3 



This variation is quite popular. It has 
long been a favourite of SeiTawan, while 
it has also been played frequently by 
I.Sokolov, DTeev, MaTin, Atalik, 
V.GeoTgiev and several otheT grandmas¬ 
ters. White develops in a natural way, 
but the d4-squaTe is less well defended 
than it is in otheT lines against the 
King’s Indian. 

5...0-0 6 <£ige2 <£ic6 

This move is very natural and direct. 


Black has other ideas here as well, but 
we will stick with the main approach, 
which fits in well with the Test of the 
TepertoiTe. Black attacks the centre with 
his pieces and will soon strike with ...e5. 

7 0-0 

This is almost universally played. In¬ 
stead 7 d5 £ie5 allows Black to grab the 
bishop-pair, while 7 f4 would hardly 
dissuade 7-.e5. Against slow approaches 
such as 7 a3, 7 h3 ot 7 iLc2, 7...e5 is also 
appropriate. 7 f 3 is fine, but there is no 
need foT White to commit so eaTly. AfteT 
7-.e5 (ot 7~.£)d7 8 ±e3 e5 9 d5 £>d4) 8 
d5 <£>d4 9 ii.e3 Black can play 9...^d7 ot 
9...^h5 which will bring us back into the 
main lines. 

Here Black has an interesting choice. 
The classical approach is to play the 
immediate 7...e5 intending to bring the 
knight into d4, which may well be best. 
Black can delay this advance foT a mo¬ 
ment and play 7-&d7 to attack the d4- 
pawn. 
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Finally, the modem approach is to 
play 7...^h5, in which case Black will 
often retreat the c6-knight to e7 in the 
hope of playing on the king side. This is 
the most ambitious approach, but it is 
also strategically risky. 

A: 7...£*d7 
B: 7~.£lh5 
C: 7.~e5 

A) 7...£sd7 



This is a logical move. With the 64- 
pawn well protected, the knight did lit¬ 
tle on f6, so Black retreats it to a flexible 
square and attacks the d4-pawn. Black 


will then play ...e5 and after White’s d4- 
d5, the knight can go to d4 or e7. 

8 ji.e3 

Instead 8 d5 £ice5 9 f4 £sxd3 10 
Wxd3 <5 ^c 5 does not look dangerous, but 
the typical prophylactic move 8 ilc2 
must be considered. After 8...e5 (a mys¬ 
terious alternative is 8...a6 intending a 
Pannoesque ...2b8 and b5) 9 d5 <£sd4 10 
£sxd4 (10 Jte3 would transpose to the 
main line) 10...exd4 11 <£sb5 £ie5 12 
£\xd4 (after 12 JLb3 c5 13 dxc6 <£>xc6! 
White’s minor pieces are misplaced and 
14 icf4 ice 5 gives Black a very comfort¬ 
able game) 12...£>xc4 (sacrificing a pawn 
with 12 ...c5 13 dxc6 bxc6 14 ii.b3 ica6 is 
also possible - we will see more of this 
idea again) 13 Sblis a bit dull, but Black 
should not experience any real prob¬ 
lems: 13...£>e5 (I3..~&d7 14 b3 £ib6 15 
iLe3 looks a bit better for White, but 

13.. .5e8 14 b3 £>e5 is also fine) 14 .&d2 
(or 14 f4 £sg4 15 h3 c5 16 dxc6 Wb6 with 
play) 14...C5 15 dxc6 bxc6 16 icc3 c5 17 
<£se2 Aa.6 and Black had good play in 
V.Hort-Su.Polgar, Monte Carlo 1994. 

8.. .e5 9 d5 
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9.. .^d4 

The less-common 9...£>e7 has scored 
well, but I think Black is better off with a 
central approach. AfteT 10 Wd2 (if 10 
£>g3 Black could even tTy I0...h5l?) 

10.. .f5 11 exf5 Black has: 

a) ll...£>xf5 12 ^.g5 ±f 6 13 .&xf 6 
4ixf6 14 Sael with some advantage foT 
White in J.NogueiTas-A.Zapata, Havana 
1982. This type of structure is usually 
okay foT Black, but here White has a 
TatheT threatening lead in development. 

b) ll...gxf5 12 f4 £>g 6 13 Sael e4 14 
Jtc 2 £tf 6 15 h 3 *h 8 16 c 5 ?! Sg 8 17 cxd 6 
cxd 6 18 JLd 4 4ih4 19 Sf 2 was drawn 
here in A.DTeev-F.Amonatov, Dagomys 
2009. White’s play was not too incisive, 
howeveT, and both 16 £>d 4 and 16 
< £ > h2l? look very pleasant foT him. 



10 JLc2l? 

This is a bit of a fashionable con¬ 
tinuation. White is willing to exchange 
bishop for knight to Teduce Black’s dy¬ 
namism. There aTe plenty of alterna¬ 
tives: 

a) 10 ,&bl also looks to foroe the 
knight from d 4 , but the bishop will have 


to move again soon: 10 ...£)xe 2 + (ot 

10.. .C51? 11 dxc 6 bxc 6 12 4ixd4 exd4 13 
Jb<d 4 £>e 5 with the idea of ...,&a 6 ) 11 
Wfxe 2 a5 (this is more solid than ll...f5 
when White should avoid 12 f3? f4 and 
play the thematic 12 exf 5 gxf 5 when 
both 13 f 4 and 13 f 3 l? leave him with 
some advantage) 12 Jic 2 £>c 5 was 
V.ATbakov-1. Belov, Katowice 1990, where 
White had a minimal edge at best. This 
is very similar to variation ‘e’, below. 

b) 10 Wd 2 c 5 (more ambitious than 

10.. .6C5 11 ilbl £>xe2+ 12 Wxe2 a5 
when 13 ii.c 2 transposes to variation ‘a’) 
11 dxc 6 bxc 6 12 b 4 (ot 12 Sadi £>c5 13 
jLbl £>ce 6 ) 12...C5 13 b5 f5l? 14 .&g5 
JLf 6 15 ii-h 6 Sf7 16 f 4 Ab 7 with sharp 
play in B.Chatalbashev-I.Smirin, Athens 
2007. 

c) 10 ,&xd 4 actually wins a pawn, but 
Black gets excellent play afteT I0_.exd4 
11 4ib5 £>e5 12 ®bxd4 c5 13 dxc 6 bxc 6 
when he will play ...Jia 6 planning ...d5. 



Moreover, White will have trouble 
with his c4-pawn and d3-bishop: 

cl) 14 Wc2 Aa6 15 Sadi Se8 (ot 

15...d5) 16 b3 d5 17 exd5 cxd5 18 £tf3?! 
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£)xf3+ 19 gxf3 was M.Taha-P.Konguvel, 
Kuala Lumpur 1993- 19...Sc8! would 
give more than enough for the pawn. 

c 2 ) 14 Sbl Jta6 15 b3 d5 16 exd5 
cxd5 17 £ib5 2e81? (or 17...£ixd3 18 
Wxd3 dxc4 19 Wxd8 Sfxd8 20 bxc4 
Sac8 with the initiative in the ending) 

18 c5? (this backfires, but Black is also 
better after 18 4iec3 Sc8) l8...We7! 19 
<£f4 £>xd3 20 Wxd3 Wxc5 21 a4 Axb5 
(or 21 ...d4) 22 axb5 was A.Kulikov- 
V.Gerber, USSR 1987. Now 22...d4 would 
give Black a big advantage, as the b5- 
pawn will soon drop. 

c3) 14 Bel i.a6 (Black also had good 
play after the less direct 14...Wb6 15 b3 
a5 16 jLbl a4 17 h3 axb3 18 axb3 i.b7 

19 &hl £>d7 20 Jtc 2 d5 21 exds cxds 22 
cxds £jf6 in J.Sunye Neto-C.Arduman, 
Moscow Olympiad 1994) 15 b3 d5 16 
exd5 cxd5 17 <5jb5 4jxd3 18 Wxd3 dxc4 
19 Wxd8 Saxd8 20 bxc4 Sd2 21 ftec3 
JLxc3 with a draw in H.lsigkeit- 
D.Hamilton, correspondence 1998. 

d) 10 Scl c5 (more ambitious than 
10 ...£>c 5 11 ±bl ftxe2+ 12 Wxe2 a5 13 
J.c2) 11 dxc6 bxc6 12 b4 and now: 



dl) 12...f5 13 exf5 gxf5 14-&xd4!? (14 
f4) 14...exd4 15 £>a4 was S.Agdestein- 
S.Dolmatov, Tilburg 1993. Here 15...C5 
looks best, with unclear play. 

d2) 12...c5 13 bxc5 (instead 13 a3 
£>b6 is unclear) I3...dxc5 with a fairly 
level position in A.Poluljahov-E.Kobylkin, 
Krasnodar 1997. 

d3) 12..Jtb7 13 Abl (or 13 Wd2 a5 
14 b5 ®c5 15 JLbl £)ce6 with counter¬ 
play, J.Pinter-A.Groszpeter, Hungarian 
League 1997) 13 ...c5 14 bxc5 dxc5 is 
similar to variation ‘d2’. 

d4) 12 ...fib 8 13 a3 a5 14 Sbl axb4 (or 
14...Ab7l?) 15 axb4 f5 16 exf5 gxf5 with 
messy play in N.Borne-I.Nataf, Paris 
2006. 

e) 10 £)b5l? is another way for White 
to challenge the d4-knight. 



Black has to decide where to ex¬ 
change: 

el) 10...£)xb5 11 cxb5 f5 12 f3?! (bet¬ 
ter is 12 exf5 gxf5 13 f3 with unclear 
play in Wang Yaoyao-Xie Jun, Suzhou 
2006 ) 12 ...f4 13 JLf 2 g5 14 Scl Sf7 15 
Sc3 £)f6 16 Wc 2 4je8 17 4+11 h5 with 
attacking chances in S.Skembris- 
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N.BoTge, Copenhagen 1995. 

e2) 10...£)xe2+ 11 Jbce2 (White could 
also play 11 Wxe2l? a6 12 <£sc3 when 

12.. .f5 13 exf5 gxf5 14 f3 looks better foT 
him, so perhaps Black should try 

12.. .a5l?) and here: 

e2l) ll...f5 12 exf5 (12 f3 a6 13 £ic 3 
is variation ‘a23’) 12...gxf5 13 Jtxa7l is a 
safe pawn-gTab, because 13...C6 14 dxc6 
bxc6 is met by 15 Jte3l cxb5 (ot 15...f4 
16 i.cl) 16 Wd5+. 

e22) ll...£ic5 12 f3 (12 £ic 3 a5 is 
similar) I2...a5 with a typical position 
that is a little better f ot White, M.Marin- 
V.Spasov, Budapest 1993. 

e23) ll...a6 12 £ic 3 f5 13 f3 (better is 

13 exf5), and here Black could consider 

13.. .f4l? 14 Af2 itf6!? with the idea of 
...jth4. 

e24) 11 ...a5 12 Wd2 <£ic 5 13 <^c3 b6 

14 f3 f5 15 exf5 ±xf5l? (I5...gxf5 16 f4) 
16 Eacl with perhaps a slight advan¬ 
tage foT White in S. Kiselev-A.Kuzmin, 
Moscow 1991. 

Returning to 10 Ml-. 



10...£)XC2 

Black may as well grab the bishop. 


Instead 10...£)xe2+ 11 Wxe2 gives White 
abetteT version of positions like those in 
variation ‘a’ above. 

llWxc2 



This is the most aggressive, but Black 
can also consider: 

a) ll...a5 is a typical idea: 12 a3 b6 13 
b4 f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 f3 (15 f4l?) 

15.. .1ca61? (a complex strategic battle 
arises afteT 15 - -f4! ? 16 Ml £rf6 17 Jth4 
when White will riade off his second 
bishop to control the e4-squaTe) 16 b5 
(16 £>b5l?) I6...jtc8 17 f4 £ic 5 18 Sadi 
Ml 19 <£>g3 Wh4 20 £sce2 Sae8 21 fxe5 
MeS 22 Ma Jtg7 23 £id4 was drawn in 
A.Moiseenko-I.Smirin, Maalot-TaTshiha 
2008. 

b) ll...a61? and now: 

bl) 12 b4 f5 13 f3 (13 exf5 gxf5 14 f4 
looks more thematic) 13...f4 14 .&f2 g5 
15 c5 g4l? (Black forces matters, but 

15.. . < £>f6 16 cxd6 cxd6 17 £sa4 g4 18 £sb6 
Sb8 was an alternative) 16 fxg4 Wg5 
with counteTplay in M.BensdoTp-J.Van 
deT Wiel, Wijk aan Zee 2006. If 17 h3 h5 
18 gxh5 £)f6 gives attacking chances. 
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b 2 ) 12 Sael <4>h8 13 Wd 2 f5 14 exf5 
gxf5 15 f4 e4 16 iLd4 £sf6 17 £sdl with a 
complicated game in M.MaTin-Z.Kozul, 
Sitges 1991. 

12 exf5 gxf5 13 f4 <2jf6 

Black could also consider the imme¬ 
diate 13...e4. 

14 h3 £+5 

Again 14...e4 comes into considera¬ 
tion, as does the flexible 14...Ad7. 



15 Wd2 

White strengthens bis control of the 
f4-squaTe, but this does give Black some 
freedom. A couple of alternatives: 

a) 15 c5 is very direct: 15...exf4 (it 
may be better to play 15...Sf7l? 16 Wd2 
,&d7 17 Sadi Wf8 with uncleaT play in 
Z.Peng-C.FoisoT, Kishinev 1995) 16 £sxf4 
£)xf4 17 iLxf4 (if 17 Sxf4 £e5) 

17.. ~&d4+ 18 <4+2 ^.xc5 (not I8...dxc5? 
19 £+5) 19 Sf3 Sf7 (I9..~&d7!? develops 
and stops £+5 ideas, but White still has 
good compensation) 20 Sg3+ Sg7 (if 

20.. .<4+i 8? 21 £+>5! with the idea of 
Wc3+) 21 Sxg7+ <4>xg7 22 <2ja4! ±d4 
(Black should probably try 22...b6!? with 
the idea 23 b4 ii.xb4 24 '#b 2 + Wf6!, but 


instead 23 £sxc5 bxc5 24 Sel leaves 
White with the initiative) 23 Scl JLd7 
24 Wxc7 and White had a big advantage 
in Y.SeiTawan-LVan Wely, Wijk aan Zee 
1995. 

b) 15 Sael JLd7 16 c5 <4+8 17 Wb3! 
Sg8 (White keeps an edge afteT I7...exf4 
18 £sxf4 £sxf4 19 Sxf4 Ae5 20 Sf3) 18 
Wxb7 Sb8 19 Wxa7 Sxb2 (Black could 
also try 19...Sa8 20 Wb7 Sb8 with the 
idea 21 Wa6 exf4 22 £sxf4 Sxb2l, since if 
23 £\xh5 ilxc3) 20 Wa3 (20 c6!? is likely 
more critical, although PalliseT points 
out that Black is active enough afteT 

20.. ..6.8 21 Wa3 exf4 22 £>xf4 £\xf4 23 
&xf4 and now 23...Sxg2+!? 24 <4 , xg2 
Axc 3+ is a tempting possibility) 

20.. .exf4 21 £sxf4 £\xf4 22 Sxf4 Sc 2 23 
4ie2 was V.Malakhov-V.Tkachiev, Beni- 
dorm (rapid) 2007- Here Mikhalevski 
suggests 23...dxc5! with good play. 

15.. ~&d7 16 Sf3 

From here the Took may move along 
the third Tank. Alternatives weTe 16 
Sael and 16 Sadi. 



l6..Me7 

Black keeps the tension. I6...e4l? was 
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again possible, while l6...We8 17 Safi 
Wg6 18 c5 'A’hS 19 b4 was agreed drawn 
in V.GeoTgiev-M.RoedeT, Saint Vincent 
2002, although PalliseT feels that Black 
should have continued with 19 . ..Sg8. 

17 Safi Sae8 18 b4 b6 



19 £>b5 iLxb5 

It was definitely a good time to play 

19 ...e4! 20 S3f2 a6! 21 ftxc7 Sc8 22 fte6 
(22 £\xa6?! Sxc4) 22....&xe6 23 dxe6 
Wxe6 24 Bel b5 with a good position foT 
Black according to Golubev. A similar 
idea is 19...a6 when White has to TetTeat 
ot play 20 £>xc7 e4, transposing to 
19...e4. 

20 cxb5 Wd7 21 a4 

Or 21...e4 22 S3f2 a6!? 23 bxa6 Wxa4 
with good play. 

22 £)c 3 e4 23 Sg3 h6 24 iLd4 ®h7 25 
£\e2 

Now 25...Sf7?! 26 Scl See7 was 
S.Atalik-T.Radjabov, CTete 2007. Here 
Golubev suggests the continuation 27 
Sgc3 with the idea of £>g3. Instead Black 
could have played 25...Sg8 26 Scl Wf7 
with good play, as the d5-pawn will 
need tending to. 


B) 7...£>h5 



This is the most-fashionable con¬ 
tinuation. Black attacks the d4-pawn as 
he did in Line A, but here the knight 
takes up a post on the king side. Black 
will still follow up with ...e5, but here the 
c6-knight will generally TetTeat to e7 to 
help support Black’s kingside campaign. 
White nowhas a choice: 

Bl: 8 &e3 
B2:8 Jlc2 

White has also tried 8 d5 a few 
times, but this does not look very dan¬ 
gerous. AfteT 8...£se5 9f4 4ixd3 10 Wxd3 
White hopes that Black’s knight is off¬ 
side and that his extTa space will offset 
the bishop-paiT. However, afteT 10...C5 
(ot 10...f5 11 ftd4 c5 12 dxc6 bxc6 13 
Ae3 icd7 with uncleaT play in M.Van 
deT WeTf-J.GallagheT, Cannes 1997) 11 
Jid2 f5! Black is able to make use of his 
seventh move afteT all by striking 
quickly on the light squares. Following 
12 Sael e6 13 £\g3 £>xg3 14 Wxg3 fxe4 
15 £>xe4 (ot 15 Sxe4 e5) 15...exd5 16 
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cxd5 icxb2 White had little to show for 
the pawn in M.Van deT WeTf-I.RogeTs, 
Dutch League 1996. 

Bl) 8 iLe3 



This is a very natural move, but con¬ 
sidering Black will play a quick ...f5, the 
bishop is a bit of a target here, both foT 
Black’s f-pawn and from a possible 
...£>xf5. 

8.. .e5 9 d5 £>e7 

This is consistent with 7...£>h5, but 

9.. .£>d4 is also possible: 

a) 10 ^.xd4 exd4 11 £>b5 c6 12 dxc6 
bxc6 13 ^bxd4 c5 and Black wins back 
the pawn, A.Mendelson-S.Collins, Bun- 
Tatty 2005. 

b) 10 ^.bl <£>xe2+ 11 £>xe2 f5 (Black 
could also tTy ll...£>f4!?) 12 exf5 was 
drawn here in E.BaTeev-S.Dolmatov, 
Elista 1997, but 12...gxf5 13 f3 gives 
White a slight advantage. 

c) 10 Ml £>xc2 11 Wxc2 f5 12 exf5 
(better than 12 f3 f4 13 M2 g5 with the 
idea of ...£>f6 and ...g4) 12...gxf5 
(I2...±xf5 is also playable) 13 f4 -&d7 14 
Bael was faiTly level in LChristiansen- 


J.Nunn, San Francisco 1995. AfteT 
14.~£>f6 the position is very similar to 
the main line of A - here the moves 
fiael and ...iLd7 have also been played. 

d) 10 Scl a6?! 11 b4 We8 12 jtbl 
£>xe 2 + 13 £>xe2 f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 f3 
f4?! 16 Ml jLfs 17 icxf5 Sxf5 18 ftc3 
gave White a very pleasant advantage 
in G.Tunik-A.FedoTov, Minsk 1995. In¬ 
stead 10...C5! would have been thematic 
and good. 

e) 10 Wd2 c5 11 dxc6 bxc6 12 b4 M6 
13 b5 f5 14 Jig 5 Wd7 with an uncleaT 
position in Y.SeiTawan-R.Kasimdzhanov, 
Bled Olympiad 2002. 

f) 10 £>b5 £>xe2+ (ot I0...£>xb5 11 
cxb5 f5 12 exf5 gxf5 13 f3 with a slight 
edge, as played in H.Steingrimsson- 
R.Polzin, German League 2003) 11 Jtxe2 
£>f4 12 JLf3 b6 13 a4 a5 gave Black a 
solid position in E.BaTeev-L.Van Wely, 
Las Vegas 2009. 



10#d2 

This is veTy natural, but White has 
tried some otheT things as well: 

a) 10 a4 is a nornial idea, but it does 
not seem to be worth the tempo here: 
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10...f5 11 exf5 gxf5 12 f4 exf4 13 £>xf4 
£>xf4 14 JJ.xf4 4ig6 15 Ad 2 Wh4 16 Wei 
Wd4+ 17 We3 ±d7 18 Wxd4 ±xd4+ 19 
^hl <£ie5 20 Jle2 <^ig4 and Black had 
excellent piece play in V.Malakhov- 
L.Ding, Sochi 2009. 

b) 10 c5 f5 11 f3 f4 12 &f 2 g5 
(White’s play looks risky, as he will 
haTdly be able to stop ...g4, but he may 
be fast enough on the queenside) 13 
Hcl (White should consider 13 h 3 l? as 
Black will have to move his knight again: 
foT example, 13...<£>f6 14 2cl <£ig 6 15 
cxd 6 cxd 6 16 £>b5 Sf7 17 £>xa7 and 
White is well ahead) 13~g4 14 cxd 6 
cxd 6 15 &hl (if 15 4ib5 gxf3 16 gxf3 
±h3) 15...£>g6 16 £>b5 g3 17 Agl £)h4 
and Black had seTious attacking chances 
in AJedlicka-O.Spirin, Teplice 2010. 

c) 10^g3l? 



10...£if4 (this is tempting, but the 
knight does not do much here on its 
own, so Black should consider 

10...£>xg3l?) 11 Ac2 f5 12 f3 (ot 12 
exf5l?) 12...£>xg2 (it is hard to suggest 
anything else) 13 < &xg2 f4 14 .&d2 fxg3 
15 hxg3 and White was better in 


D.Reinderman-D.BTandenbuTg, HilveT- 
sum 2008. 

10...f511 exf5 

White can also open the position 
with 11 f4l? fxe4 12 Axe4 (12 £ixe4 
<£>f5) 12...£sf5 13 JLxf5 Axf5 and now: 



a) 14 Hael Ad7 15 fxe5 dxe5 16 Ag5 
We8 17 5id4 Wg6 18 5ie6 JLxe6 19 dxe6 
Wxe6 20 4id5 &h8 21 Wf2 Wg6 22 Wh4 
h6 23 Ad2 f4 24 Ac3 fiae8 25 £ixc7 was 
H.Nezad-G.Jones, Gibraltar 2011. Here 

25 .. .Wb 6 + 26 Sf 2 Wxc7 27 Wxh5 Wxc4 
looks okay f ot Black. 

b) 14 fxe5 .&xe5 15 .&d4 Wh4 (in¬ 
stead 15.~We7 16 icxe5 Wxe5 was 
P.PTohaszka-W.Paschall, Budapest 2006, 
and here 17 Sael! with the idea of 

17.. .Jtd7 18 £>f4 Wg7 19 £)e6 looks good 
foT White) 16 Jtxe5 dxe5 17 b3 <£)f6 was 
solid, if a bit dull for Black in D.Kolbus- 
A.Kuzmin, Biel 2002. 

11.. .gxf5 

Black can also consider ll...<£>xf5. 
This stmctuTe often proves to be very 
solid foT him, but here he lags in devel¬ 
opment a bit: 12 Jig5 ilf6 13 iLxf6 Wxf6 
(or 13...£>xf6!?) 14 ®e4 We7 (Black could 
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also stay on the al-h8 diagonal with 

14...Wg7; afteT 15 c5 £if6 16 Had White 
was only a little better in J.Piket-J.PolgaT, 
Amsterdam 1995) 15 f4 exf4 (it was 
safeT to play 15 ...£if6) 16 ^xf4 ^xf4 17 
Bxf4 JLd7 18 Safi and White had the 
initiative in S.SkembTis-M.Cebalo, BTatto 
2000 . 



12 f4 

This is White’s main idea, but otheT 
moves have been tried as well: 

a) 12 f 3 &h8 13 c5 f4 14 .if 2 £>f5 15 
cxd6 cxd6 16 *S^e4 Sg8 with uncleaT play 
In 5.Videki-T.Shaked, Budapest 1997. 

b) 12 £>g3 £rf6! (if 12...£>f4 13 -&xf4 
exf4 14 £>h5!) 13 f4 £>g4 14 fxe5 £>xe3 
15 #xe3 JLxe5 gives Black good coun- 
terplay: 16 Wg5+ &h8 17 Sf3 i.d7 18 
Zaft. <£\g6! 19 Wxd8 Saxd8 20 £)xf5? 
(also bad was 20 ^.xf5? £>h4, so 20 
ftge2 had to be played) 20...^.xc3 21 
bxc3 <£>e5 and Black won material in 
V.GeoTgiev-R.Kasimdzhanov, German 
League 1999. 

c) 12 ^.g5 f4l? (Black gives up the e4- 
squaTe to gain some room foT his own 
pieces) 13 f3 Wd7 (a bit extravagant; I 


would pTefeT 13...jtf6 14 Axf6 <5ixf6) 14 
Jtxe7 (14 g4l? is more testing, as 

14.. .fxg3 15 hxg3 Wh 3 ? fails to 16 Jtxe7 
<£>xg3 17 <£>xg3 Wxg3+ 18 Wg 2 and 
14 ...^f6 15 £>e4 looks a little better foT 
White) 14...^xe7 15 Wc2 Jth6 16 Sael 
Sf7 17 £>e4 r ib8 and Black was Teady to 
create counteTplay on the g-file in 

L. ChTistiansen-J.GallagheT, Bern 1996. 

12.. .£>g6 13 fxe5 

White forces the pace. Instead 13 g3 
leads to uncleaT play afteT I3...±d7 (ot 

13.. .exf414 £sxf4 4^hxf4 15 gxf4 Wh4 16 
Sf3 a6 17 Safi J.d7, M.RoedeT- 

M. BoTzakian, Le Touquet 2004) 14 Sael 
a6 15 b3 exf4 16 <S^xf4 ^gxf4 17 gxf4 
Wh4, as in G.Tunik-E.Mochalov, OTel 
1995. 

13.. .dxe5 



The position is very double-edged, 
but I suspect White has good chances 
here with accurate play. Black’s pawn 
duo may look imposing, but they aTe 
difficult to advance without creating 
weaknesses. Black would like to com¬ 
plete his development with ...Wd6 and 
...JLd7, but this is not so easy to achieve. 


305 



Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


14±g5 

White could also play the prophylac¬ 
tic 14 Jtc2l?. 

14.. .Wd6 15 £\b5! 

Instead 15 ‘A’hl is a bit slow: 15...e4 
16 £c 2 £>e5 17 £>b5 (ot 17 b3 £>g4 18 g3 
JLd7 and Black has a good position) 

17.. .Wg6? (better is 17...Wc5) 18 Ab3 
and Black had difficulties in F.Gonzalez 
Velez-D.Martinez, BaTbeTa 2000. 

15.. .Wd7 



16 <5ig3?! 

Instead 16 Jtc2 a6 17 <£\bc3 Wd6 18 
£)a4l? is an idea, while 16 d6l? cxd6 17 
±c2 e4 18 £\xd6 £xb2 19 Sabi Ae5 20 
c5 gives White good compensation foT 
the pawn. 

I6...£\xg3 17 hxg3 a6 18 <5ic3 Wd6 19 
Ae2 i.d7 

Black has reached his desiTed set-up 
and achieved good counteTplay in 
G.Tunik-V.Shulman, Minsk 1995. 

B2) 8 ±C2 

White protects the d4-pawn without 
committing his cl-bishop. This move is 
more popular than Line Bl and has the 


subtle virtue of clearing a piece from 
White’s third Tank. 



8.. .e5 9 d5 £>e7 

Here 9-^d4? would just lose a pawn 
afteT 10 <£>xd4 exd411 <£>b5. 

10 a4 

This has developed into White’s 
main weapon. The advance of the a- 
pawn gains space on the queenside and 
also prepares a possible rook lift. OtheT 
moves aTe less populan 

a) 10 Ae3 f5 11 exf5 £>xf5l 12 £xf5 
gxf5 was D.Yevseev-A.David, Groningen 
1995. We have a familiaT structure (the 
position is similar to both Atalik- 
Radjabov and Christiansen-Nunn, 
above), but here White’s queen is on dl 
instead of c2, which certainly does not 
hami Black. 

b) 10 b4 seems a bit irrelevant: 10...f 5 

11 exf5 gxf5 12 <5k]3 ^xg3 (or 

12.. .£sf41?) 13 fxg3 e4 14 Ab 2 £\g6 15 
Sbl <£\e5 and Black had counteTplay in 
A.Bets-M.Golubev, Alushta 1999. 

c) 10 Sbl f5 11 exf5 gxf5 (I would 
pTefeT ll...<£>xf5l?) 12 f4 <£>g6 13 fxe5 
dxe5. This stTuctute looks favourable to 
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White, although afteT 14 c5 '^h8 15 b4 
f4 16 4te4 .&g4 Black had possibilities 
foT kirigside couriteTplay in D.FeletaT- 
J.Gallagher, Pula 2000. 

d) The semi-waiting move 10 shl is 
White’s most common alternative. AfteT 

10.. .f5 11 exf5 Black has: 

dl) ll...gxf5 12 <£igl!? (12 <£ig3 £sf4 
13 4}h5 4^xh5 14 Wxh5 .&d7 looks okay 
for Black, but White could also try the 
thematic 12 f4) 12...4tf6 13 f4 e4 14 <£ih3 
was S.Atalik-R.Polzin, Kallithea 2003. 
Here Atalik suggests 14...C6 15 a4 cxd5 
16 cxd5 with just an edge f ot White, but 
this looks quite playable foT Black to me. 

d2) With a knight on e7, Black should 
always consider the TecaptuTe 

11.. .£)xf5!?. 



Now White can for the win of a piece 
ot he can play positionally: 

d2l) 12 g4 is greedy: 12...4kl4 13 
gxh5 ^.g4l? (otheT possibilities aTe 
13 ...Wh4 and 13 ~£sf3) 14 f4 Wh4 15 
Jce4 Wxh5 16 Sf2 exf4 with excellent 
compensation f ot the piece. 

d22) 12 4ie4 13 Ag5 We8 14 
#d 2 £)xe4 15 i.xe4 .&d7 16 Sael #f7 


(ot I6...b5l? with counteTplay) 17 h3?l 
(this looks like a bit of a nothing move, 
but 17 f4 Hae8 looks fine for Black) 

17.. .5ae8 (17 ....&f6 equalizes, as White’s 
bishop lacks a good TetTeat) 18 Wd3 
(Black has good compensation foT the 
pawn afteT 18 Wa5 c5 19 Wxa7 b5 ac¬ 
cording to Gallagher) I8...4kl4 (now 

18.. ..6f6 could be met by 19 Wd2, but 

18.. .C5! looks good) 19 Jte3 Wf6 
(I9...b5l?) 20 b4 Wh4 214}gl (Black wins 
afteT 21 4ixd4 exd4 22 iLxd4 iLxd4 23 
Wxd4 Jtxh3 24 gxh3 Wxh3+ 25 ^gl 
Wg4+ 26 ^Ti 2 Se5) 21..JSf7 22 g3 Wd8 
23 < 4’g2 Wc8 24 i.xd4 exd4 25 Se 2 c5 
and Black had excellent play in 
I.Sokolov-V.Spasov, Istanbul 2003. 

Returning to 10 a4: 



10,..f5 

This is the obvious move, but White 
has also prepared foT this advance. 
OtheT moves aTe worth considering, es¬ 
pecially as Black can always play ...f5 
lateT. Some ideas: 

a) 10...C5 looks very sensible, as 
White will have trouble doing anything 
on the queenside. This move does 
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weaken d6, however ll f4!? exf4 12 
£»<f4 £if6 (Black would pTefeT to sim¬ 
plify with 12...£ixf4 13 .&xf4, but then it 
is hard to get his pieces coordinated: foT 
example, 13 ...h6 14 ^b5 or 13...a6 14 
Wd 2 ) 13 £>d3 <2>g4 14 h3 -&d4+ 15 &hl 
^e3 (White also keeps the initiative af¬ 
ter I5...^e5 16 <£>xe5 .&xe5 17 .&h6 He8 
18 If 3) 16 Jtxe3 .&xe3 17 Wf3 -&h6 18 
Wg3 f5 19 e5 dxe5 (worth considering 
was 19...f4l? 20 £)xf4 dxe5 21 <£se6 Jtxe6 
22 dxe6 JLf 4 with uncleaT play) 20 Wxe5 
favoured White in S.Atalik-V.Milov, Ot¬ 
tawa 2007, because of his central con¬ 
trol. 

b) 10...4>h8 



11 a5 (afteT ll Sa3 Piket suggested 

11.. .a5!?, while ll...f5 12 exf5 gxf5 13 
<£sg3 ®xg3 14 fxg3l? £ig6 15 £ie 2 i.d7 
16 ^.e3 We7 17 h3 Sf7 18 a5 gave White 
the fTeeT play in I. Sokolov-A.David, 
French League 2003) ll...f5 12 exf5 gxf5 
13 £ig3 £>f4 14 £)h5 ftxh5 15 Wxh5 a6 
16 iLg5 ^.d7 (White wins material afteT 

16.. .We8 17 Wxe8 2xe8 18 ila4 and 

16.. Jtf6 17 JLxf6+ Sxf6 18 f4 also leaves 
him well on top) 17 Wh4 fif7 18 JLdl! 


and Black was in trouble in J.Piket- 
A.FedoTov, Wijk aan Zee 2001. 

c) I0...a5l? is a sensible positional 
idea, but it does concede the b5-squaTe. 



White has: 

cl) 11 <£}b5 f5 12 exf5 ftxf5 (instead 

12 ...gxf 5 is well met by 13 Sa3l, but 
Black could consider l2..Jtxf5!?; this 
looks anti-positional, but Black has good 
piece play afteT 13 iLxf5 ftxf5 14 ^bc3 
Wh4, while 14 g4 £ih4 15 gxh5 £>f3+ 
with the idea of ...Wh 4 gives him a 
strong attack) 13 Sa3 2^h4 14 Ae4 with 
a slight edge foT White in I.Sokolov- 
I.Smirin, Bled Olympiad 2002. 
c2) llfia3 and here: 
c2l) With ll...<4>h8 Black prepares a 
typical TegTouping, but there is a prob¬ 
lem: 12 £)b5 £>g8 13 h3! £ihf6 (I3...£>gf6 
would run into 14 g4) 14 -*Lg 5 h6 15 
ice3 ftd7 16 Wd2 b6 17 b4 and White's 
queenside play gave him the advantage 
in J.HoTvath-L.Hazai, Hungarian League 
2005. 

c22) ll...^.g4!? looks funny, but as 
Hazai points out, Black wants to provoke 
f2-f3 in OTdeT to close the third Tank and 
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the dl-h5 diagonal. Here 12 f3 -&d7 13 
£)b5 ‘i’hS (White has what he wants 
afteT 13...f5 14 exf5 gxf5 15 f4) 14 *hl 
£}g8 15 Wei JLc81? was J.Dorfman- 

I. Nataf, Marseilles 2001. Black last move 
prepares ...c6, but 15...b6 and 15...Ah6 
were possibilities as well. 

c23) ll...f5 12 exf5 ftxfs! (naturally if 
12...gxf5 13 f4) 13 £>e4 £>f6 14 i.g5 We8 
15 i.xf6 (safeT is 15 <£>2c3 £jxe4 16 Jtxe4 
Af6 17 Acl We7 18 £>b5 with a tiny 
edge in E.BaTeev-S. Dolmatov, Elista 
1997) 15..~&xf6 16 Wd2 Ag7 and Black’s 
bishop-pair compensates foT White’s 
control of e4. AfteT 17 g3 We7 18 <ig2 
^.d7 19 h4?l c6 Black had good play and 
managed to upset one of the main prac¬ 
titioners of White’s set-up in I.Sokolov- 
M.Sollaveld, Dutch League 2003. 

11 exf5 gxf 5 

Here too Black could consider the 
solid 11...4jxf5l?, although White still 
kept some advantage afteT 12 4ie4 £>f6 
13 Ag5 We8 14 a5 (ot 14 Axf6 Axf6 15 
a5) 14...^xe4 15 Axe4 Af6 16 Ad 2 We7 
17 Ac3 Ag7 18 Wd3 in G.LoTscheid- 

J. Gallagher, German League 2003. 



12 £sg3 

White immediately puts the ques¬ 
tion to Black’s h5-knight, but there aTe 
worthwhile alternatives: 

a) 12 f4 is thematic, but Black 
achieves decent piece play: 12...<£>g6 13 
fxe5 ftxe5! 14 <?jf4 ftxf4 15 Sxf4 (if 15 
i.xf4 £>xc 4) 15...®g6 16 Sf3 Wh4 17 Wfl 
jk.d7 18 Af4 Sae8 with good play in 
Y.DTozdovskij-Z.Efimenko, Poltava 2006. 

b) 12 Ag5 is a typical idea, trying to 
disrupt Black’s coordination: 

bl) 12...h6 13 AM We8 (afteT 13...f4 
White can play the simple 14 f3 ot even 
try 14 £>g3l?) 14 f3 £jg6 15 Af2 ftgf4 16 
&hl was I.Sokolov-D.Stellwagen, Leeu- 
waTden 2004. Here Hazai suggests 
l6...Wg6 17 JSgl c5, although White still 
has the gTeateT possibilities here. 

b2) 12...Wd7l? 13 £sg3 £sf4 14 £)h5 
(14 Axf4 exf4 15 £sh5 -*-e5 16 g3 quickly 
led to trouble for White afteT l6...£*g6 
17 Wd2 f3l? 18 &hl? f4 in LBruzon- 
D.Martinez Martin, Alcala de HenaTes 
2006 ) 14...^>xh5 15 Wxh5 £>g6 16 Ae3 
We7 17 flael Jtd7 and Black had no 
problems in S.Martinovic-M.Bosiocic, 
Velika GoTica 2006. 

12„.£)f4 

This is sharper than I2...4ixg3 which 
is playable as well: 13 hxg 3 (ot 13 fxg 3 
We 8 14 £>b5 Wd7 15 Ae3 a 6 16 £>c3 
We 8 with unclear play in R.PalliseT- 
J.Nunn, British League 2001 ) 13 ...£sg 6 14 
Wh5 Wf 6 (Black could consider 14...e4 
with the idea of ...£ie 5 ) 15 Ag 5 Wf7 16 
f3 Ad7 17 Sael a 6 18 g4l? was 
A.Shishkov-O.Sepp, RakveTe 2009. Here 
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Black should try I8...£)f4, although 19 
Wxf7+ lxf7 20 ±xf5 ±xf5 21 gxf5 Sxf5 
22 foe4 still favouts White. 



13 Sa3 

This rook lift can be useful foT both 
attack arid defence. OtheT possibilities: 

a) 13 icxf4 should only be played if 
White has something concrete in mind. 
Here 13...exf4 14 <£>h5 ice5 gives Black 
sufficient play. 

b) 13 hce2 heg6 14 hxf4 hxf4 15 
®h5 ^xh5 16 Wxh5 &d7 17fia3 We8 18 
We2 a5 19 ±d2 b6 20 Ifal *h8 21 b4 
was drawn in B.Lalic-E.VoTobiov, Cap- 
pelle la GTande 2010. Black has suffi¬ 
cient play afteT 21...axb4 22 J.xb4 e4. 

c) 13 £>h5 ftxh5 14 Wxh5 4jg6 15 f4 
(ot 15 JSa3 e4 with uncleaT play) is the¬ 
matic and now: 

cl) 15...exf4 16 he 2 l? (16 ibcf4 Wf6 
17 fladl hxf4 18 Sxf4 Wh6 led to a 
draw in VKoTchnoi-T.Radjabov, Buenos 
Abes 2001) I6...±d7 17 Sa3l ±e5 18 
hxf4 hxf4 19 Jixf4 Wf6 20 iLxe5 Wxe5 
21 Sh3 Sf7 22 Sg 3 + Sg7 23 lxg7+ 
'4>xg7 24 i-xf5 icxf5 25 Wxf5 Wxb 2 26 
h3 and with Black’s king exposed, White 


had all the chances in B.Chatalbashev- 
D.lsonzo, CutTo 2002. 

c 2 ) 15...e4 16 ^.e3 c5l 17 g4?l Wh4 
(l7-.Wb61?) 18 Wxh4 hxh4 19 hb5 
hf3+ 20 &g2? (White has some com¬ 
pensation for the exchange afteT 20 
Sxf3 exf3 21 g5) 20...ftd4 21 JLxd4 exd4 
22 hxd6 e3 was good for Black in 
K.McPhillips-M.Hebden, Hastings 

2008/09. 

13...^eg6 14 hce2 

Instead 14 ‘S’hl #h4 15 Kgl?! e4 16 
f3 ±d7 17 hfl?! hd3 18 iLxd3 exd3 19 
Wxd3? (better is 19 f4, but Black is still 
doing well afteT l9...Wg4l) 19...£>e5 20 
Wdl hxc4 gave Black a cleaT advantage 
in I.Sokolov-M.Golubev, German League. 
White could also play 14 ®h5 ftxhs 15 
Wxh5 e4, Teaching note ‘c2’ to his 13 th 
move, above. 



14.. .®g5 

A couple of alternatives: 

a) 14...C5 15 hxf4 exf4 (after 

15.. .£lxf4 16 £>h5 ftxh5 17 Wxh5 White 
is better placed to play on the king side) 
16 £>h5 ice5 17 Sf3 Wh4 was J.Pinter- 
I.Nataf, Batumi 1999. Now 18 4bcf4 
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Axf4 (worse is I8...£lxf4 19 ii.xf4 JtxfA 

20 g 3 ) 19 g3 -&xg3 20 fxg3 Wxc4 21 .&h6 
with the idea of ±xf5 gives White some 
initiative as Black’s kingside is ratheT 
loose. 

b) 14...'S , h4 looks fine and may even 
be Black’s best: 15 £>xf4 <£sxf4 16 JLxf4 
exf4 17 ^h5 AeS 18 Sh3 Wg5 was okay 
for Black in V.Georgiev-MParagua, Turin 
2000, and here I8...#g4l? is possible as 
well. 

15 £ocf4 £orf4 16 If3 Adi 17 *hl 

More testing is 17 Jb<f4 exf4 18 £>e2 
AeS 19 Wd 2 l. 

17..~&e8!? 

Black finds an unusual route for his 
bishop. 

18 Sgl ih8 19 £xf4 exf4 20 #d2 AeS 

21 £>e2 ±h5 22 Sb3 Wh4 23 Ih3 Wg4 

Also possible was 23...'i f xf2!? 24 
Sbch5 f3! with complications. 



24 £sd4 

It looks Tisky to allow 24 f3 Wxh 3 !, 
but it only leads to a draw afteT 25 gxh3 
Jb<f3+ 26 Sg2 Sg8 27 £sxf4 Sxg2 28 
£>xg2 Sg8 29 ‘i’gl (ot 29 b3 f4 30 *gl) 

29...Sxg2+ 30 Wxg2 ^.xg2 31 *xg2 


±xb2 32 AxfS- 

24.. .f3! 25 Sg3?? 

White blunders. Also losing is 25 
<^xf3 Wxh3!, but 25 Wd3 Wxd4 26 Wxd4 
Axd4 27 Sxh5 would hold White’s posi¬ 
tion together. 

25.. .1 / xd4 

0-1 N.Bome-E.Relange, French 
League 2007. 

C) 7...e5 



This is the classical approach. Black 
immediately initiates play in the centre. 

8 d5 ?jd4 

Here 8...^e7 is certainly possible, but 
it has scored TatheT pooTly. White is very 
flexible and can play 9 <£>g3 ^d7 10 
AeS, which was mentioned in the notes 
to Black’s 9th move in Line A, ot he can 
make a useful move like 9 f3 ot 9 Sbl. 

9 £}xd4 

This is the most common and direct 
move, but White has also explored some 
flexible alternatives: 

a) 9 Ac2 £sxc2 10 Wxc2 £>h5 11 ^.e3 
f5 is note ‘c’ to Black’s 9th move in Line 
Bl. 
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b) 9 £>b5 c5l? (Black could also play 

9.. .£sxb5 10 cxb5 £>h5 ot 9-£sxe2+ 10 
#xe2 4ih5 11 g3 a6 12 4 jc 3 We8 with 
the idea of ...f5) 10 dxc6 (10 <?jbxd4 exd4 
11 f3 is variation ‘cl’ below) 10...4jxc6! 
11 ,&c2 Ag4l 12 f3 .&e6 13 b3 a6 gives 
Black good play afteT 14 £)bc3 (not 14 
£>xd6? Wb6+ 15 < £’hl 2fd8 16 ,&a3 £>b4) 

14.. .b5l. 

c) 9 f3 is sturdy, but seems inaccu¬ 
rate to me, as usually Black will spend a 
tempo on ...2e8 (which is admittedly a 
useful move) to force this move. AfteT 

9.. .C5 10 £>xd4 Black has: 



cl) 10...cxd4 11 £>a4l J.d7 12 b4 a5 

13 b5 b6 (better is 13...Wc7 with the idea 

14 b6?! ^.xa4l) 14 f4 £>g4 (White is also 
better afteT 14...exf415 Jb<f4 Wc7 16 h3) 

15 f5 gxf5 16 exf5 Wh4? (I6...£>f6) 17 h3 
The 3 18 £xe3 dxe3 19 Wg4! Wxg4 20 
hxg4 e4 21 ,&e2! Axal 22 fixal and 
White was much better, despite the ex¬ 
change deficit in Y.SeiTawan-Z.Kozul, 
Wijk aan Zee 1991. Black’s rooks have no 
scope and he will remain tied to the de¬ 
fence of the b6-pawn. 

c2) More often than not, 10...exd4 is 


the better way to TecaptuTe. AfteT ll 
The! Thd.1 (Black could also play 11...2e8 
transposing to Line C2, below) I2f4b5l? 
(we will see this typical idea again; 

12...£>f6 13 h3 b5 was another example 
seen in K.Miton-H.NakamuTa, New York 
(rapid) 2004) 13 b3 (13 cxb5 a6 is the 
idea) 13-2e8 14 <£>g3 bxc4 15 bxc4 Sb8 
Black had good play in I.Kourkounakis- 
V.Kotronias, Chania 1999- 

d) 9 2bl looks quiet, but play can 
quickly become tense afteT 9-C5 10 
dxc6 bxc6 11 b4. 



This structure invariably leads to a 
tough strategic battle. Some examples: 

dl) ll...d5 seems too direct and 12 
cxd5 cxd5 13 .&g5 gives White pressure: 
foT example, 13...dxe4 (safeT is 13...-*-b7 
14 Thx d4 exd4 15 <£>xd5 .&xd5 16 exd5 
Wxd5 17 ilxf6 jLxf6 when Black is close 
to equality) 14 £>xe4 Ab7 15 £>xd4 exd4 

16 2cl Wb6 (Sokolov suggested I6...2b8 

17 a3 Axe4 18 ilxe4 h6 19 ii.xf6 Wxf6 
20 2c6 We5 21 Wf 3 2bc8, but White is 
still a little betteT afteT 22 iLd3) 17 ®c5 
with an edge foT White in I.Sokolov- 
B.Socko, Gothenburg 2005. 
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d2) ll..Jte6 12 Ag5 (instead 12 
£>xd4 exd4 13 £>e 2 c5 14 b5 Se8 15 -&g5 
h6 16 ich4 was A.AleksandTov-B.Socko, 
Warsaw 2004, and now 16 ...g 5 17 Jtg3 
£>g4 looks fine for Black) 12...h6 13 Ab4 
Wd7 14 a4 Sab8 15 ftxd4 exd4 16 fte 2 
£>g4 (better is I6...g5 17 Ag3 c5 18 b5 
£>g4) 17 b5 c5 18 £>f4 £>e5 19 £\xe6 fxe6 
20 f4 £>xd3 21 Wxd3 and White’s 
queenside pawns gave him lasting pres¬ 
sure in V.GeoTgiev-Y.Dembo, Solin 2007. 

d3) ll...fie81? is flexible: 12 f3 (Black 
was fine afteT 12 b5 icb7 13 Ag5 4je6 
14 Ah4 g5 15 bxc6 Axc6 16 Jig 3 £sf4 in 
D.BeTczes-V.KotTonias, Stockholm 2007) 
12...£>d7 13 ^hl (White’s play looks too 
slow) 13...<£>b6 14 b5 Ae6 15 bxc6 4 jxc 6 
16 £>d5 £sa5l 17 Sb4 JSc8 and Black had 
some initiative in S.Williams-V.KotTo- 
nias, Kusadasi 2006. 

e) 9 Ag5 is popular, but the pin is 
only a minoT nuisance afteT 9...h6 10 
±h4c5 and now: 



el) 11 dxc6 bxc6 12 b4 2e8!? makes 
it hard foT White to exchange on d4 
without slightly weakening himself 
with f 3. 


e 2 ) 11 £>xd4 exd4 12 fte 2 We8!? 13 
Jtxf6 &xf6 14 Wd2 iLg7 15 b4 b6 16 
bxc5 bxc5 17 labl Wd8 18 Sb3 h5 19 
&hl < 4>h7 20 £>gl ±h6 21 f4 Wf6 22 g3 
h4 with counteTplay, Y. SeiTawan- 
J.Nunn, Cannes 1992. 

e3) 11 Ibl Jtd7 12 f3 (afteT 12 b4 
Black can play 12 ...b 6 ot 12 ...<£jxe 2 + 13 
Wxe 2 cxb4 14 2xb4 Wc7) 12...g5 13 ±f 2 
£>h5 14 b4 b 6 15 bxc5 dxc5 (ot 15...bxc5) 
16 a4 a5 17 Jb<d4 exd4 (and here 
17...cxd4 is an option) 18 <£>b 5 <£>f 4 with 
an uncleaT position in A.GTaf- 
V.KotTonias, Moscow 2004. 

e4) 11 f3 a6 (ot ll...i.d7 12 ftxd4 
cxd4 13 4je2 a5 14 b3 Wb8 15 Wd 2 fth7 
with the idea of ...f5, which gave Black 
counteTplay in B.Socko-J.GallagheT, Cal- 
via Olympiad 2004) 12 a4 Sb 8 13 ftxd4 
exd4 14 £ie2 g5 15 .&g3 £sh5 is level. 
AfteT 16 Wc2 Ae5 17 ±el ±d7 18 JLd2 
b5 19 axb5 axb5 20 b3 Wb6 21 g4 £if6 
22 Sfbl Sa8 the game was dTawn in 
S.Atalik-B.Socko, IzmiT 2004. 

Now we Tetum to the main line, 9 
£>x d4: 

9—exd4 
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White has a choice ofknight moves: 

Cl:10£ib5 

C2:10£*2 

Originally White focused his atten¬ 
tion on the more forcing 10 4ib5, but 
more recently he has pTefeTTed the more 
strategic 10 4te2. 

Cl) 10 £sb5 



White focuses his attention on the 
d4-pawn. He will not win it, howeveT, 
and Black has honed his defences. 
Moreover, if he can avoid certain strate¬ 
gic pitfalls it is not so difficult to equal¬ 
ize. 

10...Se8 

Black counterattacks the e4-pawn. 
This is the most natural move, but Black 
has experimented with a couple of 
otheT ideas: 

a) lO.-Wey 11 lei £>g4 12 h3 £>xf2? 
is too optimistic: 13 , 4 , xf2 a6 14 £>a3 
Ae5 15 fifl! Wh4+ 16 *62 f5 17 exf5 
JLxfS 18 Jixf5 Sxf5 19 fixf5 gxf5 20 1 

Wg3 21 Wf 3 Wh2 was Y.Seuawan- 


B.Gelfand, Wijk aan Zee 1992, when as 
SeiTawan indicates, 22 £\c2l is the 
cleanest way to Tefute Black’s play. 

b) 10...£>e8!? protects the d4-pawn 
and also lends support to c7. This move 
has had some success, but it looks un¬ 
natural to me: 11 Ac 2! (11 b4?l a5 12 
bxa5 c6 13 ®a3 lxa5 14 Wb3 ftc7 15 
Ad2 Sa8 16 ftc2 ®a6 and Black had an 
excellent position in E.BaTeev- 
V.Tkachiev, Cap d’Agde (rapid) 2002) 
ll-Wfe 12 f4 gave White the better 
chances in M.MaTin-F.BeTend, Novi Sad 
Olympiad 1990. White’s knight is a bit 
misplaced, but Black’s queen and e8- 
knight aTe awkward as well. 
llSel 



ll...a6 

This is the most forcing move and 
the simplest solution to any issues 
which Black may face. The alternatives 
aTe worth looking at, howeveT, even if 
only to understand the development of 
the variation: 

a) ll..JLd7 is another way to prompt 
White to take the d4-pawn. AfteT 12 
£>xd4 (12 Jig 5 h6 13 ±h4 a6 14 £>xd4 
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g5 15 Ag3 <£>xd5 does not change 
much) 12...<S}xd5 13 cxd5 Jbcd4 14 Wb3 
(instead the slow 14 Wc2 c6! 15 dxc6 
Axc6 16 Ae3 Jb<e3 17 fixe3 d5 saw 
Black beginning to take oveT the initia¬ 
tive in A.MastTovasilis-V.Kotronias, Ath¬ 
ens 2003) 14...C51? (or 14...C6 15 Ae3 
iLxe3 with a draw in K.UTban-S.Atalik, 
Cappelle la GTande 1996) 15 Wxb7 c4 16 
,&xc4 Sb8 17 ^Isl6 Wf6 gives Black seri¬ 
ous counteTplay: 18 iLe3 Sxb2 19 Jtxd4 
Wxd4 20 JSfl Sxe4 21 Wxd6 ite8 (Black 
could also consider 21...Sxf2 22 Sxf2 
Wxal+ 23 ii.fl JLe8 ot even 21..JLg4l?) 
22 Sacl Sf4 and Black had some initia¬ 
tive in D.ReindeTman-F.NijboeT, Brussels 
1993. 

b) ll..JLg4 is provocative: 



12 f3 (instead 12 Wc2 a6 13 <£>xd4 
^xe4 14 <£>b3? £sc5 was much better foT 
Black in H.Olafsson-V.Kotronias, Reykja¬ 
vik 1992, but 14 <£>e6! would be unclear) 
12...icd7 13 Ag5 (White intends ich4-f2; 
instead 13 <£>xd4 <£>xd5 is fine foT Black, 
while 13 JLfl Axb5 14 cxb5 <^d7 15 Ad 2 
h5 16 Sd <5ie5 17 JLf4 h4 18 h3 g5 19 
JLh2 <5ig6 was pTetty level in V.Chekhov- 


V.Kotronias, Gausdal 1991) 13.~Wb8!? 
14 JLfl c5 15 a4 a6 16 <5Ja3 h6 17 Ad 2 
was M.Man'n-R.GaTcia, Andorra 1992. 
MaTin claims that White is much better 
here. I do not think it is nearly that bad, 
but I also question that provoking f2-f3 
Teally helps Black. 

c) ll...£sg4 used to be the main line. 
AfteT 12 h3 a6 13 hxg4 axb5 14 cxb5 
Wh4 Black will win back his pawn, but 
White’s strategic ideas have begun to 
take shape. White may bring pressure to 
c7, while the pawn majority on the a- 
and b-files can cause Black problems in 
any endgame. 



Here: 

cl) 15 g5? can be quickly dismissed 
because of 15...JLe5 and 15...JLg4 may 
be even stronger 

c2) 15 g3 Wh3 (White has scored well 
in the endgame arising from 15...®xg4 
16 Wxg4 JLxg4 17 &g 2 f5 18 a4 fxe4 19 
Hxe4 Sxe4 20 Axe4 Ae 2 21 Sa3, al¬ 
though Nakamura was happy to go in 
foT this in LAronian-H.NakamuTa, 
Monte Carlo (rapid) 2011; that saw in¬ 
stead 17 JLf4?! JLf3 18 b6 g5! 19 Axg5 


315 




Attacking Chess: The King’s Indian, Volume 2 


Se5 20 Jk.h4 cxb6 21 Bel Sae8 and Black 
had good play) 16 Jk.fl (the untTied 16 
Ae2l? looks problematic; if I6...flxe4? 
17 Jk.fl Bxel 18 Wxel Wxg4 19 We8+ 
Jk.f8 20 Jth6 and White wins) l6...Wxg4 
17 Wxg4 B.xg4 18 4>g2 ±d7 19 a4 f5 
(interesting is 19...b6!? 20 b4? f5 21 f3 
d3! 22 Sa3 Jk.xb5 23 axb5 d 2 0-1 
B.Kouatly-R.Douven, Wijk aan Zee 1988) 
20 f3 fxe4 21 fxe4 b6 22 Jtd3 Jk.f6 23 b4 
and the queenside pawns gave White 
an advantage in A.Aleksandrav- 

I. MakaTjev, Alma-Ata 1991. 

c3) 15 Jk.f4l may shut the dooT on 

II. ..4}g4. AfteT 15~.Jk.xg4 16 Wd 2 Jk.e5 
17 Jk.xe 5 (17 a4 gave White an edge in 
V.Milov-E.Sutovsky, StTuga 1995, but the 
text move looks even stronger) l 7 ...Bxe 5 
(Black will not solve his problems afteT 
17...dxe5 18 a4 either) 18 Wf4 Bxa2 
(Black goes foT a tTick, because l8...Bh5 
19 f3 Whl+ 20 &f2 Wh4+ 21 Wg3 is ter¬ 
rible) 19 f3l Black lost a piece in I.FaTago- 
I.Piven, Deizisau 1997. 

Returning to ll...a6: 



12 4ixd4 

Instead 12 4ja3 is playable of course, 


but Black has a pleasant choice between 

12.. .C5,12...£)g4 and 12...^d7. 

12.. .£)xd5 

This is the point of Black’s play. 

13 cxd5 

AfteT otheT moves Black is already 
fighting foT the initiative: 

a) 13 £ic2 4jb6 14 Bbl (ot 14 4te3 
<5Jd7) 14...£sa4l 15 “5Je3 £ic 5 with an ac¬ 
tive position. 

b) 13 £}f5 Jk.xf5 14 exf5 £ib4 15 
2xe8+ Wxe8 16 fxg6 hxg6 17 Jk.fl ^64! 
when Black’s centralized pieces and de¬ 
velopment lead gave him some initia¬ 
tive in I.Foygel-D.VigoTito, Boston 1992. 

13.. .±xd4 



Black has not experience any Teal dif¬ 
ficulties heTe. 

14Wc2 

Ot 14 Wa4 Jk.e5 (instead 14...C5 15 
dxc6 Wb6 16 Jk.e3 Jk.xe3 17 Sxe3 bxc6 is 
dull and with his better pawn structure 
only White can play foT anything here) 
15 Bbl Jk.d7 16 Wb4 c5l 17 dxc6 (17 
Wxb7 Jk.a4l with the idea of ...Se7 is a 
typical trick) 17.~Jk.xc6 18 Jk.e3 d5l gives 
Black the initiative. Here 19 Jk.b6 #f6 20 
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g3? was B.Damljanovic-Z.Kozul, Pula 
1990, when Black could have won im¬ 
mediately here with 20... J.b5l. 

14...i.d7 15 J.e3 J.e5l? 

This keeps pieces on arid tries to pro¬ 
voke White. Instead 15...J.xe3 16 2xe3 
c5 17 Wc3 gives White some pressure in 
the centre. After 17...Wg5 18 Sfl We5 19 
Wxe5l dxe5 20f4f6 21 fxe5 fxe5 22 Sf6 
White had a definite advantage in 
M.Marin-G.Timoscenko, Calimanesti 
1992. The retreat 15 ... Jg7 is safe, how¬ 
ever: 16 Uadi c5 17 dxc6 was agreed 
draw in Y.Seirawan-J. Benjamin, Los An¬ 
geles 1991. 

16 f4 

Instead 16 Sacl c5 is fine for Black, 
while 16 Wb3 is still met by 16...C5! be¬ 
cause 17 Wxb7? (better is 17 dxc6 i.xc6 
with equality) is again met by 17... J.a4 
with the idea of ,.JSe7. 

16.-J.g7 17 Sadi c6 18 dxc6 Jxc6 19 e5 
Wc7 20exd6 Wxd6 



21 J.b5 

Not 21 J.xa6? Wb4l and White has 
big problems. 

21...Wf6 22 J.XC6 Sac8 23 Jf2 2xel+ 24 


Sxel bxc6 25 Wc4 Wxb2 26 Wxa6 2d8 
27 Wxc6 Wxa2 

Here a draw was agreed in B.Zhak- 
A.Ponomarev, correspondence 2008. 

C2) 10<£se2 



This is the modern move. White 
avoids the forcing lines and simplifica¬ 
tion of Line Cl, and aims for a strategic 
battle. 

10.. .5e8llf3 

White has also played 11 £)g3. Black 
should continue in similar fashion with 

11.. .C5 12 h3 £id7 13 f4b5l?. 

11...C5 

This is the main line. Black has a 
healthy alternative in ll...£>d7!? and 
here: 

a) 12 J.c2 £>e5 13 £>xd4 £>xc4 was 
level in V.Chekhov-U. Kaminski, Kecske¬ 
met 1989. This is very similar to 8 J.C2 in 
the notes to White’s 8th move in Line A. 

b) 12 J.f4 We7 (12...£>c5?1 13 b4 just 
cost Black time in S.Conquest-S.Atalik, 
Hastings 1995/96, but 12...J.e5l? is pos¬ 
sible) 13 Wd2 c5 14 Sael £ie5 15 b3 a6 
16 £)cl J.d7 17 h3 b5 gave Black excel- 
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lent play on the queenside in 
S.Zawadzki-M.Szelag, Lublin 2009. 

c) 12 Ibl c5 13 b4 b6 14 f4 £tf6 (af¬ 
ter I4...cxb4l? 15 -&-C2 Piskov claims that 
with the idea of £sd4-c6 White is better, 
but 15...Wc7! 16 £sxd4 Wxc4 17 £sc6 a5 
looks good for Black) 15 £sg3 h5 (Black 
could also just play 15 ...^g4) 16 bxc5 
bxc5 17 e5l dxe5 18 fxe5 Sxe5 19 JLf4 
£)g4 (not 19...Se8? 20 jk.g5) 20 h3 (Black 
has good compensation afteT 20 icxe5 
i.xe5) 20...£se3 21 Wf3l £sxfl 22 Sxfl 
2e8 23 4^xh5! and White had good at¬ 
tacking chances in Y.Piskov-J.Nunn, Ger¬ 
many 1992. 

d) 12 b4 and now: 



dl) 12...C5 13 bxc5 £sxc5 14 .&b2 Wg5 
15 f 4 We7 (15-Wh4 with the idea of 
...£)xe4 looks better) 16 icxd4 £)xd3 17 
Wxd3 Wxe4 18 Wc3l Wxe2 19 Jb<g7 
We3+ 20 Wxe3 Sxe3 21 Jtf6 and White 
had the initiative in the endgame in 
S.Skembris-H.Banikas, Athens 1997. 

d 2 ) 12...a5 13 b5 £sc5 14 Jtb 2 Wg5 15 
iccl Wd8 (Black could also play on with 

15...Wh4 16 icb2 f5l? with good play) 16 
,&b2 Wg5 17 iLcl with a draw by repeti¬ 


tion in S.Skembris-V.KotTonias, Salonica 
2006. 

12 i.g5 

Instead 12 £)g3 could be met by 

12 ...£)d7 ot even the immediate 

12.. .b5l?. 

12.. .®C7 

Black breaks the pin in a simple way. 
He should probably avoid throwing in 

12.. .h6 13 i<-h4, at least foT the moment. 

13 Wd2 

Instead 13 £)g3 £sd7 14 f4 h6 15 Ah4 
b5l? 16 cxb5 (16 b3 bxc4 17 bxc4 2b8 is 
comfortable for Black) I6...a6 17 b6 (17 
bxa6 icxa6 gives Black excellent play) 

17.. Mxb6 18 Wf3 2a7l? (l8...Wxb2l?) 19 
fiael Wxb2?l 20 e5 dxe5 21 £se4 gave 
White attacking chances in LYudasin- 
S.TemiTbaev, Kuibyshev 1986, but here 

19.. .a5l 20 Sf2 Jla6 is good foT Black, as 
indicated by Yudasin. 

13.. .£sd714 f4 



14...b5l? 

This gives Black good play on the 
queenside. An alternative is to head foT 
the e3-squaTe with 14...£sf6. If 15 ^g3 
4^g4 gives Black good play, so White 
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could consider 15 f5l? £sxe4 16 iLxe4 
Sxe4 17 <^g3 with the idea off5-f6. 

15 b3 

If 15 cxb5 a6 gives Black good coun- 
terplay on the queenside. The c5- and 
d4-pawns could become mobile, and 
the white e-pawn will require attention. 

15.. .bxc416 bxc4Sb8 

This is natural enough, but again 
Black can play I6...4if6. AfteT 17 ii.xf6 (if 
17 <^g3 £>g4) 17...Axf6 18 <5ig3 and: 

a) l8...JLg7 19 Sael Sb8 20 e5 dxe5 
21 f5 Sb6 (21...We7l?) 22 Se2 Sf6 (again 

22.. Me7 is possible) 23 Wg5 We7 (now it 
is a bit late, as we shall see, so Black 
should have considered 23 ...Wd8!? 24 
Set 2 iLd7 with the idea 25 fxg6? Sxf2) 

24 Sef2 h6?l was P.Genov-M.Van Delft, 
Hoogeveen 2009. By now White has 
built up Teal attacking possibilities 
which could have been exploited with 

25 Wxf6!?. 

b) AfteT l8...fib8l? White’s pawn 
break does not seem to work: 19 e5 dxe5 
20 f5 We7 21 4ie4 (ot 21 d6 i.g5l) 

21.. JLxf5 22 <2ixf6+ #xf6 23 g4 e4l. 

17 £>g3 flb4 



Black is Teady to pile the pressure on 
the c4-pawn with ,._&a6 and ...£>b6, so 
White must create some play. 

18 e5 dxe5 19 f5 

This is a typical breakthrough in Be- 
noni structures, but Black has more 
than adequate resources. 

19.. .Wb6! 

Not 19...f6? 20 fxg6 fxg5 21 gxh7+ 
'A’hS 22 Cf7 with dangerous attacking 
chances. 

20<£>e4 

Wells has suggested 20 Sf2l?. If 

20.. .f6 21 fxg6 and 20...<?if6 21 fxg6 fxg6 
22 Safi <2^g4 23 Sf7 also gives White 
attacking chances. Black may be better 
off pursuing his own campaign with 

20.. .^.a6!?. 

20.. .f6 



21JLh6 

Instead 21 fxg6 hxg6! with the idea 
of ...f5 is good foT Black. White has also 
tTied 21 d6. This move cuts off the black 
queen and looks dangerous, but it is 
easier to defend more than 20 years 
afteT the stem game was played. Follow¬ 
ing 21...Sb2 22 Wcl Black has: 
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a) 22...gxf5 23 Sxf5 fxg5 24 Wxg5 
looks dangerous, but 24-fie6! defends. 

b) 22...fxg5 23 fxg6 h6 (or 23...hxg6) 
24 Sf7 ftf8? 25 Wfl with the idea of 
Sxg7 gives White a decisive attack as 
pointed out by Yennolinsky, but Black 
could have defended with 24-flf8! 25 
Wfl &h8. 

c) 23-&b7 23 fxg6 hxg6 24 ±xf6 
ftxf6 (ot, alternatively, 24-.-a.xe4! 25 
ilxe4 4ixf6 26 Sxf6 Ji.xf6 27 ®h6 trans¬ 
posing to variation ‘c2’) 25 Sxf6 iLxf6 26 
Wh6andnow: 

cl) 26_.Hf8? 27 Wxg6+ iig7 28 We6+ 
^h8 29 IT 13 + &g8 30 ^e6+ was drawn 
in A.Nenashev-A.Yennolinsky, PavlodaT 
1987. 

c 2 ) 26...^.xe4! 27 .&xe4 1^6 28 
Ad5+ Se6 29 Bfl &f7 30 g4 with the 
idea of g5 was given as decisive by YeT- 
molinsky, but afteT 30...^e7! 31 g5 
JLxg5 32 Wg7+ (or 32 Wxg5+ Sf6) 

32.. .'&18 33 Jtxe 6 Af4! Black defends 
himself when actually his two pawn 
advantage is decisive. 

21.. .5.2 22 td Be7 

Wells gives an interesting line: 

22.. .g5 23 Jb(g7 &xg7 24 £>xg5 fxg5 25 
f6+ 4f7 26 ,&xh7 (not 26 Wxg5? Bxg2+) 

26.. .fih8 27 .&e4 Sg8 28 jLh7 with an 
odd repetition. 

23 i.d2 gxf5 

Black could also try 23~.£rf8!? 24 ica5 
(ot 24 d6 Sb7 24 fxg6 hxg6 with the 
idea of ...f5) 24-Wxa5 25 Wxb2 Jtxf5 
when White’s attack is oveT and Black 


has good play foT the exchange. 

24 Sxf5 ®#8 



25 d6?! 

Also bad aTe 25 £}g3 e4! and 25 
<£>xf6+ ilxf6 26 Bxf6 Wxf6 27 Wxb2 e4, 
so Wells suggests 25 Wfl iLxf5 26 Wxf5 
Wd8 27 iccl! Sb8 28 i.a3 when White 
has good compensation foT the ex¬ 
change. 

25.. .5.7 26lf2 

AfteT 26 <£>g3 Sb7 Black intends 
...Wxd6 and 27 Ae4 Wxd6 28 Jb<b7 
Sxb7 is good f ot him. 

26.. .f5 27 ftg5 Sf6 

Ot 27-Bb7!? 28 &a5 (instead 28 
_a.xf5 ilxf5 29 Sxf5 Wxd6 fares no bet¬ 
ter) 28...Wxa5 29 Sxb2 Sxb2 30 Wxb2 
Wd8! 31 Wb8 icf6 32 4ih3?! e4 which is 
good foT Black, although 32 £>e4!? fxe4 
33 icxe4 is not so clean 
28 AaS Wxa5 29 Wxb2 

This was B.Chatalbashev-G.Timosh- 
enko, Vienna 2008. Now 29-.h6! (but not 
29-.e4 30 ^.xe4!) 30 Wb8 (ot 30 £>h3 e4) 

30.. . Wa6! would give Black a big plus. 
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Chapter 13 
Hungarian Variation 

5^ge2 


1 d4 Qsf6 2 c4 g6 3 ■? c3 i.g7 4 e4 d6 5 
<Sge2 



This flexible move was developed by 
the Hungarian Grandmasters Szabo and 
FoTintos. Today its most notable expo¬ 
nents aTeTregubov, Novikov and SeTpeT. 
The Hungarian Variation is a bit of a 
nuisance regarding out TepeTtoiTe 
choices, as White may be sneaky and 
look to transpose to a Samisch with a 
quick f2-f3. 

5...0-0 

One respectable line is 5...£>bd7 6 


£>g3 e5 7 d5 h5, but if White plays 6 f3 
we aTe stuck in a Samisch with ...£>bd7. 
The immediate 5...e5 could also be met 
by 6 f3. Likewise, one popular plan is to 
play a quick ...c6, ...a6 and ...b5, but if 

5.. .c6 Black again has to worry about 6 
f3. However, Black could play 5...a6 with 
the idea of 6 f3 0-0 and 7...£>c6! heading 
into the Samisch Panno. Moreover, afteT 

5.. .a6 6 £>g3 Black can play 6...c6, but I 
ultimately decided against this set-up, 
as I did not feel it blended in well with 
the Test of the repertoire. Castling is the 
most natural and flexible. 

6<^g3 

If 6 f3 £)c6 we aTe in the Samisch 
Panno covered in Volume I. 

6.. .e5 

Black sticks with a classical ap¬ 
proach. Instead 6...C5 is quite valid, but 
afteT 7 d5 e6 8 &e2 exd5 9 cxd5 (9 exd5 
is actually more common, but I have no 
complaints afteT 9...£)bd7 with the idea 
of ...£)e8 and ...^e5) 9...a6 10 a4 £)bd7 
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11 f3l? (or ll 0-0 Se8 12 f3) we are in 
TatheT theoretical waters of the Samisch 
Benoni. 

7d5 



The position Tesembles a PetTosian 
Variation, but here White’s knight has 
gone to g3. At first this just seems like a 
silly square, as the knight is hindered by 
Black’s g6-pawn However, the knight 
serves some purpose. White may use it 
to continue offensively with h4-h5. If 
Black plays ...h5 himself, then it can be 
difficult to play ...f5, because afteT exf5 
and ...gxf5, the h5-pawn is loose. Black 
also must watch foT a piece sacrifice 
involving ite2xh5, especially if White 
has played ^.cl-g5 to pin the f6-knight. 
It is this possibility that has caused 
some black players to delay ot even 
avoid castling, but I do not think this 
vague threat is so scaTy yet. 

7...a5 

Continuing to play in a standard 
manner Black restrains White's queen- 
side and secures the c5-squaTe foT a 
knight. Black has also tried some exotic 
moves like 7...h5 and 7...^g4, but the 


main alternative is to play the immedi¬ 
ate 7...c6. Black opens the c-file to en¬ 
sure he has a source foT counteTplay if 
White decides to focus on the kingside. 
AfteT 8 Ae2 cxd5 9 cxd5 <£)bd7 White 
has two different ways to play. He can 
advance his h-pawn ot he can castle 
kingside: 



a) 10 h4 h5 (Black could also play 

10.. .a5 11 h5 4 jc 5 which transposes to 
Line A) 11 JLg5 a6 (instead ll...Wb6 12 
Bbl a5 13 a3 looks a little better for 
White, while even 12 0-0!? makes some 
sense, as 12... 1 i r xb2?! can be met by 13 
£\b5) 12 a4 (there is also the TatheT 
speculative 12 Jbch5l? gxh5 13 £)xh5 
Wa5 14 £sxg7 < &xg7 15 Wd 2 Bg8) 

12 .. . 1 r b 6 (ot 12 ...We 8 13 a5) 13 a5! ! 6 cb 2 
14 Ad2 i.h6 (afteT 14...£sc5 15 Ba2! 
#b3 16 Wal the black queen is in trou¬ 
ble) 15 Jtxh6 Wxc3+ 16 icd 2 with good 
compensation for the pawn. 

b) 10 0-0 a6 11 ±e3 Tesembles a line 
from the Samisch (5 f3 0-0 6 Ae3 e5 7 
d5 c6 8 Ad3 cxd5 9 cxd5 £>bd7 10 ^ge 2 
a6 11 0-0). AfteT ll...h5 (Black tries to 
take advantage of White’s knight on g3, 
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as ll...b5 is well met by 12 b4! £>b6 13 
a4) White has: 

bl) 12 Sel £>h7 13 £sfl Af6 with the 
idea of ,...&f6-g5 was V.Chekhov-Ye Ji- 
aogchuari, Beijing 1991. This is a typical 
idea for Black. 

b2) 12 Scl £>h7 (Black can also play 

12.. .h4 13 £shl b5l? because with the 
Took on cl, the b4 and a4 plan is not 
dangerous anymore, and afteT 14 f3 
£>Ti 5 Black has good play) 13 Wd2 h4 
(I3...i.f61?) 14 £>hl f5 15 exf5 gxf5 16 f4 
is a typical position that favours White, 
as the h 1-knight will emerge on f2 and 
Black’s position looks a bit loose. 

b3) 12 £g5 We8 13 ®d2 £>h7 14 ±e3 
(Black does not feaT the exchange of 
bishops afteT 14 JLh6 h4 15 £>hl We7) 

14.. .h4 (Black could also consider 

14.. .Wd8 with the idea of ,...&f6-g5) 15 
£>hl and now 15...f5 16 exf5 gxf5 17 f4 
gives White some advantage, so Bolo- 
gan suggests 15...4kif6!?. White will 
have to play f2-f3 at some point to get 
the h 1-knight back into play, but doing 
so will allow Black to play ...£>f6-h5. 



8 Lei 


The immediate 8 h4 is also possible, 
but play will generally transpose to 
Lines A or B depending on how Black 
Teacts: 

a) 8...h5 9 Jtg5 £>a6 10 Jte2 is Line B. 

b) 8...<£>a6 9 h5 and now: 

bl) 9...c6 10 Ag5 and now Black 
must avoid 10...cxd5? 11 h6 JLh8 12 
Wf3l when the pin caused Black signifi¬ 
cant problems in G.SeTpeT-H.Watzka, 
Eupen 1994. Instead 10 ...<£jc 5 transposes 
to variation ‘b2’ and 10 Jte2 is Line A. 

b2) 9...£sc5 10 JLg5 (10 Jte2 c6 is Line 
A again) 10...C6 and now if White gets 
too creative with 11 h6 jkh8 12 Wf3?! 
(12 Jte2), Black has 12...^.g4! 13 Wxg4 
(13 JLxf6 Wc8! 14 We3 ii.xf6 also favours 
Black) 13...£sxg4 14 icxd8 Sfxd8 and 
with the bishop-paiT Black stood well in 
P.TTegubov-A.Volokitin, German League 
2007. 

8...<?ja6 



9h4 

The advance of the h-pawn gives the 
play a distinct character and the posi¬ 
tion is strategically complex. Black’s set¬ 
up is similar to those found in some 
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lines of the Petrosian and Makogonov 
variations, but here White’s h-pawn 
moves up two squares. White may get 
attacking chances, but more often this 
advance limits Black’s play on the king- 
side, and in fact it is not unusual at all 
foT White to still castle kingside. Black is 
not without chances, howeveT, as the 
advance of the h-pawn leaves weak¬ 
nesses in White’s position - the pawn 
itself may become a target on h4 and 
castling kingside will not always be ap¬ 
petizing foT White. White’s focus on the 
kingside also means that Black can seek 
chances on the otheT side of the board, 
especially with the g 3-knight far away 
from the queenside action. 

White has otheT logical moves, but 
they aTe less dangerous: 

a) 9 i.e3 



9...£>c5 (9...h5 would transpose to 
variation ‘b’) 10 Sbl iLd7 11 b3 h5! 12 
JLgS (instead 12 f3 allows I2...h4 13 £>fl 
£>h5) 12...We8 13 h4 £>h7 14 Ae3 We7 
(with the idea of ...JLf6) 15 £>fl f5 16 
exf5 ii.xf5 17 Bel Af6 and Black already 
had seized the initiative in I.Bem- 


V.Bologan, StavangeT 1991. 

b) 9 .&g5 is a typical provocation: 

9.. .h6 10 &e3 h5 (ot 10...^h7 11 Wd2 h5 
12 0-0-0 jLd7 with complicated play in 
R.Ponomariov-R. Kasimdzhanov, T omsk 
2006) 11 jLgs (instead 11 Wd2 <2>g4 12 
±xg4 i.xg4 13 f3 i-d7 14 0 - 0-0 We7 15 
&bl S.fb8!? was I.Novikov-V.Loginov, 
Tashkent 1986, and here 12...hxg4l? was 
also possible) ll...We8 12 Wd2 <£>h7 13 
i.h6 (Black does not object to the ex¬ 
change of bishops; instead 13 i.e3 is 
similar to Ponomariov-Kasimdzhanov, 
but here Black has played „We8 for 
free’, although it is not cleaT the queen 
is better there than it was on d8) 13...h4 
14 -&xg7 < 4’xg7 15 £>fl 4 jc 5 and Black 
had no problems in M.Rohde-J.PolgaT, 
New York 1992. 

c) 9 0-0 is not so dangerous afteT 

9.. .£ic5 (the oveTambitious 9...h5 10 icg5 
We8 11 Wd2 <2>h7 12 i.e3 h4 13 £shl f5 
14 exf5 gxf5 15 f4 favours White) and 
now: 



cl) 10 b3 Jtd7 11 Sbl h5 12 ,&g5 
We8 13 Wd2 £>h7 14 i-h6 (this wastes 
time, so White should make Black play 
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14 i.e3 h4 15 £)hl We7 16 f3 i.f6 in¬ 
tending ..JLg5) 14...h4 15 Jb(g7 < 4’xg7 16 
£>hl Wey with a comfortable position 
for Black in G.GioTgadze-V.Akopian, Tbi¬ 
lisi 1989. 

c2) 10 lke3 h5 (Black could also play 

10.. .^.dy intending ...h5 next) 11 ,&g5 
Wdyl? (now ll..JLd7 is met by 12 
Jk,xTi5!, while ll.-WeS 12 £>b5 is annoy¬ 
ing) 12 Wd2 £}Ti 7 13 ^-h6 (better is 13 
Jk,e3 h414 £>hl We7 15 f 3 as here White 
has not spent time on b3 and Sbl) 

13.. .h4 14 Jtxg7 ‘i’xgy 15 £)hl We7 with 
a similar and pleasant position foT Black 
in E.Ghaem Maghami-Z.Kozul, Dresden 
Olympiad 2008. 



AfteT 9 h4 Black has to make a fun¬ 
damental choice. He can look to imme¬ 
diately create counteTplay on the 
queenside ot he can halt the advance of 
White’s h-pawn. We have: 

A: 9—c6 
B: 9-.H5 


Instead 9...£>c5 gives White extTa 
choice: 10 h5 c6 11 Ag5 (ll .&e3 cxd5 12 


cxd5 is Line A) ll...cxd5 and here FoTin- 
tos and Haag suggest 12 hxg6!? with 
the idea of 12...fxg6 13 exd5 when 
White can use the e4-squaTe, ot 

12...hxg6 13 cxd5 intending Wd2 and 
AT16 when White has attacking chances. 

A) 9...C6 



10 h5 

Instead 10 ,&g5 is uncommon. The 
simplest answer is IO...T16! (Bologan 
considers 10 ...£ic 5 11 h5 cxd5 12 exd5l 
Wb6 13 Sbl Ad7 14 Wd2 to be better 
for White) 11 Jce3 cxd5 12 cxd5 h5 13 f3 
&d7 14 i<-b5. Normally this would be an 
achievement foT White, but with the 
kingside pawn structure fixed, matters 
aTe less cleaT. Black does not mind trad¬ 
ing light-squaTed bishops, because he 
has less space and White’s king lacks an 
ideal home. AfteT I4...2c8 15 $3qe2 
£>b4l? 16 JLxd7 (if 16 a3 £>c2+ 17 Wxc2 
&xb5) I6...^xd7 17 a3 <£ia6 chances 
were level in N.FaTTell-K.ATakhamia 
Grant, Cappelle la GTande 1993. 

10...cxd5 

Black could play 10...£)c5 first, but I 
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think it is best to determine the pawn 
structure immediately. 

11 cxd5 

AfteT ll exd5 £\d7 Black immedi¬ 
ately plans to use his pawn majority and 

12 hxg6 hxg6 13 ±h6 f5 14 Wd2 f4 15 
4ige4 ^dc5 was unclear in S.SiebTecht- 
M.PTusikin, SaaTbTuecken 2009. Instead 
11 h6 JLh8 12 cxd5 £ic 5 transposes to 
note ‘b’ to White’s 12 move, below, al¬ 
though here 12 ...£sd7 13 Ae3 ^dcS 14 
Wd2 i.d7 is an interesting alternative. 

11.. .£\c5 

Black could also try the immediate 

11.. .J.d7. 



12 Ae3 

There aTe a couple of alternatives: 
a) 12 JLg5 and now: 
al) 12...i.d7 13 Wd2 (13 h6!?) 
13—fib8l? 14 f3 b5 with a complicated 
strategical struggle in I.Novikov- 
A.Sidelnikov, New York 1991. 

a 2 ) 12 ...Wb 6 13 Wd 2 i.d7 14 Sbl a4 
15 ilh6?! Wb4 16 Sh4 (instead 16 iLxg7 
'i’xg7 is fine for Black, while 16 f3 Jtxh6 
17 Wxh6 a3 gives Black good play) 

l6...Jtxh6 17 Wxh6 a3 18 Wd2 axb2 


(I8...^a4 may be even stronger) 19 
Sxb2 Wd4 with a good position foT 
Black in A.BelozeTov-I.ZakhaTevich, St 
Petersburg 1997. 

b) 12 h6l? is an interesting idea fre¬ 
quently played by the Hungarian IM 
Jakab. AfteT 12..Jk.h8 13 -&g5 ®b6 14 
Wd2 Black has: 



bl) 14..J*Ld7 15 0-0!? (White intends 
i’hl and f4 with a kingside initiative) 

15.. .fifc8 (I5...^g4l?) 16 *hl Wb4 17 f3 
and now Tather than 17...£)e8 18 f4l f6 
19 f5! with good attacking chances in 
AJakab-N.Resika, Budapest 2001, Black 
could try 17...'§ r d4!?. 

b2) 14...£>g4l? is a principled Teply. 
AfteT 15 f3 f6 16 i.h4 £>f2! 17 Sfl 
Black’s knight looks trapped, but 

17.. .Wxb2l 18 Wxb2 (if 18 Sbl Wxd2+ 19 
l £ , xd 2 g5) I8...£\fd3+ 19 ^.xd3 £\xd3+ 20 
4>e2 <£)xb2 21 Sfbl £>c4 22 <i > d3 £>a3 23 
Sb3 (again the knight appears to be 
trapped) 23 ...b5! 24 Sxa3 b4 25 Sb3 
±a6+ (25 ...g5 26 £>a4 gxh4 27 £\f5 Axf5 
28 exf5 is equal according to the com¬ 
puter, but our eyes tell us the h8-bishop 
will neveT get out) 26 &d2? (better was 
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26 &e3 bxc3 27 <Sje2 g5 28 JLf2 f5 with 
an unclear position) 26...bxc3+ 27 Bxc3 
g5 and White lost a piece in AJakab- 
M.A1 Sayed, Budapest 2001. 

12.. .Wb6 

Black immediately takes up an active 
post on the queenside. An alternative is 

12.. Jk.d7 13 Wd2 (or 13 a4 Wb6) 13~.a4 
with the idea of ...Wa5. 



13 Wd2 

This is the most natural move. White 
covers the b2-pawn and may consider 
^.e3-h6. OtheT moves give Black good 
counteTplay: 

a) 13 b3 iLd7 14 0-0 Wb4l? 15 Wd2 
Bfc8 16 a3 Wb6 17 Sabi Wd8 18 h6 JLf8 
19 Sfcl ^g4 20 ,&xg4 .&xg4 21 b4 axb4 
22 axb4 £ia4 was fine foT Black in 
V.KoTchnoi-J.Nunn, Wijk aan Zee 1992. 

b) 13 Sbl &d7 14 £>fl (14 Wd 2 

transposes to the main line) 14...a4 15 
%)d2 (a much longer route to this square 
than the classical manoeuvre <£>f3-d2!) 
15-Wa5 16 hxg6 hxg6 17 f3 b5 18 a3 
4ih5 and Black had excellent play in 
C.Lutz-B.Gelfand, HoTgen 1994. 

13..~&d7 



14 Sbl 

White has had some success with 14 
h61? jk.h8 15 0-0 a4 16 Sacl Sfc8 (it 
looks premature to Temove the rook 
from the kingside) 17 f4l? exf4 18 Sxf4 
in a couple of correspondence games. 
Here Black should consider I6...£}g4l? 
with interesting play. 

14-..a4 

AfteT 14...®g4?l 15 Jb<g4 .&xg4 16 f3 
iLd7 17 ii.h6 White has seTious attack¬ 
ing chances, but Black could play 

14...Sfc8 15 i.h6 Wd8! (shoring up the 
defence; instead afteT l5...Sc7 16 Jixg7 
‘&xg7 17 f 4 White has the initiative, and 
following 17...®g4 18 jk,xg4 .&xg4 19 
fxe5 dxe5 20 Sh4l it had become seTious 
in T.Runting-Z.Nyvlt, correspondence 
2001 ) 16 i.xg7 &xg7 17 f4 exf4 18 Wxf4 
We7 with a solid position in T.Runting- 
Y.Pavlenko, correspondence 2002. 

15 f3 Wa5 16 h6 

It is interesting how the cramping 
advance of the h-pawn often turns out 
to be more dangerous foT Black than the 
opening of theh-file. Instead 16 .&h6 b5 
17 hxg6 fxg6 18 ,&xg7 &xg7 19 Wh6+ 
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&g8 leaves White without any real at¬ 
tacking chances, whereas Black is mak¬ 
ing progress on the queenside. 

l6..JLh8 



17 £tf5!? 

White changes the nature of the po¬ 
sition. AfteT 17 0-0 Black would have 
good counteTplay after I7...b5 ot 

17.. .Bfc8. 

17.. .1.xf5 18 exf5 e4! 

Black has to open the long diagonal 
foT his bishop. 

19 fxg6 

Grabbing a pawn with 19 Axes 
Wxc5 20 fxe4 gives Black excellent play 
afteT 20...Sfe8. 

19—fxg6 20 0-0 exf3 213xf3 

This was CBaueT-J.DegTaeve, Mar¬ 
seilles 2001. Now 21...£ifd7 with the 
idea of ...&e5 would lead to an interest¬ 
ing position with chances foT both sides. 

B) 9...h5 

This is a veTy solid move. Black does 
not have to wony about the opening of 
the h-file ot the camping advance h5- 
h6. The advance ...f5 is not so easy to 


achieve, howeveT, and Black must watch 
outfoT sacrifices on h5. 



10i.g5 

White immediately creates the pos¬ 
sibility of the aforementioned sacrifice, 
so Black is wise to unpin immediately. 

10„.We8 

Instead the misguided 10...£k5 al¬ 
lows 11 Jtxhs! gxh5 12 £)xh5! with 
good attacking chances, and 10...jtd711 
icxh5l is even worse, as Black cannot 
even defend himself with ...<£\c5-d7. 

11 Wd2 



ll...£>h7 

By playing this move Black is able to 
improve the position of his queen. 
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ll... , 4 , h7 is a strange move which has 
been played ratheT frequently. AfteT 12 
£>bs! (simply attacking the a5-pawn) 
12 ...b6 Black’s pawn stmctuTe loses 
flexibility. Instead ll..JLd7 12 0-0-0 (ot 
12 ±h6 Jtxh6 13 Wxh6 We7) 12...£ic5 is 
possible, though. 



12 £h6 

White tries to get closer to Black’s 
king, but from a positional standpoint, 
Black does not mind the exchange of 
daTk-squaTed bishops. The sacrifice 12 
icxh5l? is untned here. The position is 
uncleaT afteT I2...f6!? (ot I2...gxh5 13 
£ixh5 ,&h8 14 .&h6 f 5) 13 .&xg6 WxgB 14 
ile3 Wg4!?. If White does not want to 
exchange bishops, he can play 12 .&e3, 
although the h4-pawn may become vul¬ 
nerable. Black has: 

a) 12..JLd7 13 a4l? (White intends Ha3, 
£ib5 and ,&h6 with a kingside attack) 

13.. .We7 (I3...®d8!?) 14 ®b5 f5 (instead 
Gurevich gives 14-.ii.f6 15 Wxa5 icxh4 
16 £\xc7 as good foT White, but 

16.. .Wd8!? would leave matters looking 
pretty uncleaT, while 14...b6!? is also 
possible: for example, 15 Sa3 -iLf6 16 


£h6 ffix8 17 ^.xh5 gxh5 18 £>xh5 
£xh4) 15 exf5 gxf5 16 ilg5 <£xg5 17 
Wxg5 '#’xg 5 18 hxg5 e4 19 0-0-0 ilxb5 
20 axb5 ®c5 21 ®xh5 a4 and Black had 
decent counteTplay in M.GuTevich- 
F.NijboeT, Netherlands 1992. 

b) 12...We7 13 0 - 0-0 (here 13 a4 -&f6 
14 ii-h6 Sd8 looks insufficient foT 
White) 13..~&d7 14 Jb<h5 gxh5 15 ^xh5 
fS was uncleaT afteT 16 exfs (ot 16 £\xg7 
f4) I6....&xf5 17 £>xg7 Wxg7 18 ^.h6 
Wg4 19 .&xf8 Sxf8 in A.Rawlings- 
A.SchTamm, correspondence 2002. 
12...We7 



This is a typical move also seen in the 
PetTosian Variation when White vacates 
the h4-d8 diagonal. Black’s queen will 
help contest the dark squares and de¬ 
fend the kingside. 

13 i-xg7 

Delaying the exchange brings White 
no particular advantage: 

a) 13 £sfl ,&xh6 14 Wxh6 Wf6 15 g 3 
Wg7 16 Wxg7+ ‘A’xgy is fine for Black: 17 
b3 -&d7 18 a3?! £ic 5 19 £id2 was 
B. Kouatly-R.Gunawan, Thessaloniki 
Olympiad 1988, and hete the immedi- 
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ate 19...f5 already gives Black the initia¬ 
tive. 

b) 13 0-0-0 ibch6 14 Wxh6 Wf6 15 
We3 £sc 5 (Black can also play the imme¬ 
diate 15...WT4 with equality in 
M.Freitag-M.Novkovic, Austrian League 
2009) 16 f3 Wf4 and Black headed into a 
comfortable ending in SJeras-I.Drozdov, 
Ljubljana 1994. 

13...&xg7 14 £>fl ®c5 15 0 - 0-0 



15.. .f5 

This break is quite playable, because 
Black can reliably recapture on f5 with a 
piece. There are several playable alter¬ 
natives too, such as 15 ...a4,15 ...i.d7 and 

15.. .£rf6. 

16 exf5 Sxf5 

Or I6...i.xf5 17 4ie3 i.d7 with the 
idea 18 g4 hxg4 19 Jtxg4 Jtxg4 20 £sxg4 
Sf4!. 

17 f3 Sf418 Wei 

Black is also okay after 18 g3 fid4 19 
W'e3 Sxdl+ 20 jLxdl a4. 

1 8 .. .1.d 7 19 W f f 2 Wf 6 20 ®d 2 e4 
Perhaps even 20...Sd4!?. 

21 g3 exf3 22 ®xf3 

Not 22 gxf4?l fxe2 23 W'xe2 Jtg4. 

22 ...^e4 23 <£>xe4 Sxe4 24 .&d3 Se7 
Chances were pretty level here in 

V.Neverov-S.Vedmediuc, Budva 2009. 
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Chapter 14 
Smyslov Variation 

4 £sf3 £g7 5 i.g5 


1 d4 £>f6 2 c4 g6 3 ®c3 i g7 4 £>f3 0-0 5 
•&g5 



The Smyslov Variation is a quiet sys¬ 
tem, but it contains quite a bit of 
venom. If Black does not take this line 
seriously, it is easy to end up in a posi¬ 
tion without counterplay. 

5.. .C5 

I believe this is the most accurate 
move. Instead 5...d6 gives White the ex¬ 
tra. option of 6 Wd2l? (6 e3 c5 leads to 
the main lines afteT 7 .&e2 h6 ot 7 d5 h6) 

6.. .C5 7 d5 and Black cannot play ...h6. 


This may not be the end of the world, 
but better to give Black more options, 
not White! Another move OTdeT is 5-h6 
6 Ji.h4 d6, but by playing 5-C5 first, 
Black gives himself an extTa option in 
Line B - see the note to Black’s 6th move 
there. 



Now White has a distinct choice be¬ 
tween two different set-ups: 


A:6e3 

B:6d5 
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In both lines Black will frequently re¬ 
act in a very direct way with ...h6, ...g5 
and ...®h5. Black will generally secure 
the bishop-pair, but he must be careful 
to not become too vulnerable on the 
light squares. 

A) 6 e3 



White prefers to avoid Benoni struc¬ 
tures and maintains the tension. 

6...d6 

A radical alternative is 6...cxd4!? and 
now: 

a) 7 exd4 d5l 8 Jb<f6 (8 cxd5 £)xd5 is 
fine for Black) 8...exf6 9 ®xd5 (or 9 cxd5 
£\d7 10 jk.e 2 &o6 ll Wb3 a5! 12 a4 Md6 
13 0-0 Wb4 with good play for the 
pawn) 9..~&g4 10 J.e2 £)c6 110-0 f5 and 
Black will win back the pawn with an 
excellent position. 

b) 7 ®xd4 is safer. This is similar to 
the position with ...h6 thrown in (see the 
note to Black’s 8th move, below), but 
here Black can try to take advantage of 
the bishop on g5 with 7...£>c6 (or 7-Mas 
8 Jk,h4 £se4 9 Wa4) 8 JLe2 MaS 9 i.xf6 
jLxf6 10 0-0 &g7, with a level position. 


7 &e2 

Instead 7 d5 h6 8 jk.h4 is Line B. 

7...h6 8 i_h4 



8„.g5 

Black plays in the most direct way by 
going after the white bishop. It is also 
possible to head for a Maroczy position 
with 8...cxd4. This is a safe way to play, 
but I suspect White is a little better, as 
he was with 9 ®xd4 (after 9 exd4 £>h5!? 
10 0-0 g5 11 i.g3 f5 12 £iel £\xg3 13 
hxg3 e5 Black has decent play) 9...^c6 
10 0-0 i.d7 11 a3 Sc8 12 b4 a5 13 Mbs 
g5 14 iLg3 axb4 (Mikhalevski suggests 

U. -Wbe 14...®xd4 15 exd4 -&e6) 15 
axb4 Wb6 (Black hopes to create coun¬ 
terplay against the b4- and c4-pawns) 
16 <£>db5 .&e6 17 Mas £kl7 in J.Ehlvest- 

V. Shulman, Chicago 2007. 

Black’s main alternative, however, is 

8...J.f5, which was played by Smyslov 
himself and was Gallagher’s favoured 
recipe. Black takes control of e4 and may 
play a quick ...Mb6, when White’s 
queenside will be under pressure. After 
the reply 9 0-0 Black has two main con¬ 
tinuations: 
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a) 9...‘5ie4 is very direct and has 
scored well, but I think it is Tisky. White 
has: 

al) 10 ±d3 £>xc 3 11 bxc3 -&xd3 12 
Wxd3 4 jc 6!? (instead 12...£>d713 a4l? a5 
14 d5 f5 15 Sabi Sb8 16 £)d2 £>e5 17 
®e 2 g5 18 f4l? gxh4 19 fxe5 was 
J.Ehlvest-P.MacIntyTe, StuTbhdge 2005; 
here Black should tTy the disruptive 
19-h3!?) 13 Sabi b6 14 d5 £>a5 15 £>d2 
Wd7 with a complex strategic game in 

A. Poluljahov-E.Kengis, Podolsk 1990. 

a 2 ) 10 £>d 2 l? £>xc3 (ot I 0 ...£>xd 2 11 
Wxd 2 cxd4 12 exd4 £>c6 13 d5 £>d4) 11 
bxc3 g5 12 ,&g3 .&g6 13 h4 was 

B. Finegold-D.VigoTito, Las Vegas 2006. 
Here Black should play 13~.£sc6 with an 
uncleaT position. 

a3) 10 £>xe4 is the main line. White 
avoids losing time and afteT I0..„&xe4 
he has: 

a3l) 11 ^.d3 -&xd3 12 Wxd3 £>d7 is 
level. 

a32) 11 Wb3 £>c6! 12 £>d2 jLf5 13 
Wxb7 (afteT 13 d5 £>a5 14 Wa3 Wb6 15 
e4 .&d7 a draw was agreed in a complex 
position in D.ZoleT-A.Wojtkiewicz, GTaz 


1997; instead l5„JLxb2 16 We3! is dan¬ 
gerous foT Black) 13...iLd7 and Black will 
win back the pawn with a good posi¬ 
tion: for example, 14 .&f3 Sb8 15 Wa6 
Sb6 16 Wa3 cxd4 and Black was already 
better in M.Lupu-LGantneT, Issy les 
Moulineaux 2008. 

a33) 11 Wd 2 g5 12 iLg3 1^6 13 
Sadi (afteT 13 Sfdl?! 4 jc6 14 Sad 
Sad8 15 b3 Jixf3 16 ±xf3 cxd4 17 
,&xc6? dxe3 18 Wxe3 Wxe3 19 fxe3 bxc6 
Black was up a good pawn in K.SkaTe- 
H.Westerinen, Gausdal 1992) 13~.£sc6 
14 d5 £>b4 15 a3 £ia6 16 ±d3 f5 and 
Black had good play in A.Haik- 
H.Westerinen, La Valetta 1980. 

a34) 11 <£>d2 is the most common. 



AfteT ll..JLf5 12 e4 (if 12 $3b3 £ic 6 
13 d5 ®b4 14 a3 4ja6 Black loses some 
time, but White has problems with his 
queenside and 15 Id Wb6 16 iLdl e6 
saw Black taking the initiative in D.Del 
Rey-LGofshtein, Lisbon 1999) 12..JLc8 
13 d5 ^.xb 2 14 Sbl jk.f6 (ot 14..~&g7 15 
f4 a6 16 Sb3 b5 17 Sg3 <5jd7; Black must 
be better here, but White has some 
practical chances and managed to win 
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in C.Horvath-V.Rajlich, Budapest 2002) 
15 .&g3 e5 16 dxe6 ,&xe6 (after I6...fxe6 
17 e5 Axes 18 &xe5 dxe5 19 &f3 Wc7 
20 £e4 &g7 21 Sb3?! 22 icxc6 

Wxc6 23 We2 b6 24 Wxe5+ ^7 Black 
had counteTplay in M.GuTevich- 
M.Solleveld, Amsterdam 2002, but 21 
£lf3!? looks good for White) 17 <£sb3 (17 
Sxb7 £\c6 is okay foT Black) 17....&e7 18 
fd £sd7 (l8...£sc6 19 Sdl b6 20 e5) 19 
Sdl was E.MageTTamov-LGofshtein, 
Montpellier 1998, and now 19...b6 20 
,&xd6 jk.xd6 21 Sxd6 We7 looks level. 

a35) The TaTe move 11 dxc5l? ap¬ 
pears to be dangerous. At the very least, 
it is critical. AfteT 11 ...g 5 (Black must 
throw this move in, as ll...dxc5 12 Wxd8 
Sxd8 13 Jixe7 leaves him without much 
foT the pawn afteT 13...Sc8 14 £>d2 Jcf5 
15 g4! Ae6 16 Sabi ot 13 ...Se 8 14 .&xc5 
,&xb2 15 Sadi) White has: 



a35l) 12 Jtg3 dxc5 is very nice foT 
Black, as White’s queenside is undeT 
pressure. 

a352) 12 Jb<g5! hxg5 13 £)xg5 .&f5?! 
(better is 13-.-&g614 .&d3 dxc5 15 .&xg6 
fxg6 16 Wg4, although White has de¬ 


cent compensation foT the piece) 14 
jk.d3! gives White the initiative: foT ex¬ 
ample, 14...e6 (ot 14...Wd7 15 Wc2! 
JLxd3 16 Wxd3 Sd8 17 Wh7+ 4f8 18 
Sadi) 15 f4 £sd7 and now TatheT than 
16 cxd6 Wb6 which gave Black some 
counteTplay in M. Bosboom-E.Van den 
Doel, Wijk aan Zee 1998, White could 
play 16 ii.xf5 exf5 17 cxd6 which looks 
very dangerous foT Black. If 17...Wb6 18 
Wd3 Wxb2?l 19 Wxf5 <£\f6 20 e4! wins. 

b) 9-^bd7 is more solid. Instead of 
Tushing to simplify, Black prepares 
...Wbe by avoiding any iLxf6 and <£jd5 
ideas. 



White has: 

bl) 10 Bel Wb6 11 b3 g5 12 £g3 
£)e4 is fine foT Black. 

b 2 ) 10 <Skl 2 g5 11 i.g3 cxd4 12 exd4 
Wb613 £\b3 with an uncleaT position. 
b3) 10 d5 Wb6 11 £\a4 (Black is also very 
comfortable afteT ll Wd2 g5 12 ilg3 
TheA 13 £ixe4 icxe4) ll...Wa5 12 ftd 2 
£sb6! 13 £>c3 Wb4 14 Wb3? (14 e4 Wxb 2 
15 exf5 Wxc3 16 fxg6 fxg6 17 Sbl gives 
White some compensation) 14...£sbxd5! 
15 cxd5 Wxh4 and Black was up a good 
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pawn in LPachman-V.Smyslov, Amster¬ 
dam 1994. 

b4) 10 h3 g5 11 Ag3 ®e4 and then: 

b4l) 12 £)xe4 -&xe4 13 i-d3 £tf6 
(I3...icxd3 14 Wxd3 looks a bit better for 
White) 14 dxc5 dxc5 15 £>e5 Jb<d3 16 
£)xd3 ^e4 17 .&h2 was V.Beim- 
V.DimitTov, Tivat 1995. Here the simple 

17...b6 looks fine. 

b42) 12 J.d3l? £\xc3 13 bxc3 i.xd3 
14 Wxd3 f5 15 < £>d2 (15 Babl!? makes 
sense with Black’s knight committed to 
d7) 15 ...e5 16 f3 Sf7 17 &f 2 Wf6 18 £\b3 
b6 with a complex but level position in 
G.Vescovi-L.Valdes, MoTelia 2008. 

Now we Tetum to 8...g5: 

9 ±g3 ^h5 



10 dxc5 

White can also play 10 d5, which 
transposes to note ‘a’ to White’s 10th 
move in Line B. The alternatives aTe not 
very dangerous: 

a) 10 Wc2?! does not lose a pawn, 
but Black can seize the initiative with 

10.. .g4 11 £»h4 cxd4 12 exd4 <£>c6! (not 

12.. .1.xd4? 13 £sf5l) 13 d5 ^d4 14 Wd 2 
e5l 15 dxe6 Jbce6 was V.Smyslov-M.Tal, 


USSR Championship, Moscow 1973. 
Black is the better developed, the 04- 
pawn is weak and the h4-knight is out 
of play. 

b) 10 Wd 2 f5 (ot 10...g4 11 £)h4 cxd4 
12 exd4 &c6 13 d5 £id4) 11 dxc5 ®xg3 
12 hxg3 dxc5 13 0 - 0-0 Wxd 2 + 14 Bxd 2 
£)c6 with a comfortable game foT Black 
in A.Haik-W.LombaTdy, New York 1984. 

c) 10 0-0 and now: 

cl) 10...g4l? 11 £}el cxd4 12 exd4 
£ixg3 13 hxg3 h5 14 Wd 2 £ic6 15 d5 
ftd4 with an uncleaT position in 
M.lvanov-B.ltkis, Moscow 1995. 

c2) I0...£)c6 11 dxc5 (better is 11 d5 
£ixg3 12 hxg3 transposing to variation 
‘c3’) ll...®xg3 12 hxg3 dxc5 and Black’s 
bishops give him some advantage. 

c3) 10...®xg3 11 hxg3 £\c6 12 d5 
£\e5 (if 12...^a5 13 Wc 2 ) 13 £ixe5 Axes 
14 f4 .&g7?! 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 ^.d3 g4 17 
±f5 gave White a slight advantage in 
S.Lputian-B.Asanov, PavlodaT 1982, so 
Black should pTefeT 14~.ii.f6 15 ^e4 
Jlxb2 16 Bbl J.f6 with uncleaT play. 

10...£)xg3 11 hxg3 dxc5 12 ®c 2 



12...e6 
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Black could also play 12...f5l? plan¬ 
ning 13 Sdl We8 (worse is 13 ...Was 14 
<£>d2! £ic6 15 £>b3) 14 &b5 Wc6. 

13 Sdl 

This gains time, but White will not 
have the option of castling queenside. 
Instead 13 g4 £ic6 14 a3 f5 (I4...a6l?) 15 
gxf5 exf5 leads to: 

a) 16 J.d3 ±e6 17 0-0-0 Wf6 18 £)d5 
ilxd5 (Black could also just play 

18.. .Wf7) 19 cxd5 £>a5 20 g4l? fxg4 21 
£}h2 h5 22 J.h7+ 4>f7 23 d6 was 

I.Rajlich-J.Zawadzka, Sroda Wielkopolska 
2003. Here 23 ...Wxb2+!? 24 Wxb2 Jbcb2+ 
25 < i , xb2 <ie6 would be unclean 

b) 16 £>d5 £ie7 17 0 - 0-0 £>xd5 18 
Sxd5 We7 19 i.d3 .&e6 20 i.xf5 
(M.GuTevich suggested 20 Sxf5 Axf5 21 
Jtxf5, but 21...iLxb2+l? looks sufficient 
for Black afteT 22 <4>xb2 Wf6+, 22 <4>bl 
Ag7 ot 22 Wxb2 Sxf5 23 Sxh6 Wg7) 

20.. .Jb<d5 21 cxd5 Sf6 (again 

21.. .1.xb2+l? was possible) 22 e4 Saf8 
23 g4 Bb6! 24 b3 c4l 25 b4 Wc7 and 
Black was taking oveT the initiative in 
L.Zaitseva-A.Poluljahov, Moscow 1992. 

13.. .We7 



14 g4 

OtheT moves do not trouble Black ei¬ 
ther: 14 £>e4 f5 15 £>d6 is very slow and 
Black is doing well afteT I5...^c6 16 0-0 
Sd8. Also harmless is 14 0-0 £ic6 15 Sd2 
lLd7 16 Sfdl Sfd8 with equality. 

14 .. .£ic 6 15 a3 b6 

This is very solid, but another idea is 

15.. .f5l? 16 gxf5 exf5 17 £id5 Wf7 18 

J.d3 ike6 19 g4 Sae8 with sharp play 
that that looks TatheT good f ot Black. 

16 i.d3 2d8 17 ilh7+ Sf8 18 Sxd8+ 
Wxd8 19 i.e4 i-b7 



Black has no problems at all and may 
look forward to putting the bishop-paiT 
to good use. AfteT 20 0-0 We7 21 Sdl 
Bd8 22 Sxd8+ Wxd8 23 £id2 Wd7 24 
£idbl 4>e7 25 Wdl Wxdl+ 26 £ixdl <&d6 
Black tried foT a long time to make 
something of the bishops before finally 
acquiescing to a draw against his higher 
Tated opponent in J.Lechtynsky- 

K.Znamenacek, Czech League 2002. 

B)6d5 

This is certainly a more critical con¬ 
tinuation. 
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6.. .h6 

Again, 6...d6 allows White the possi¬ 
bility of 7 Wd2l?. 

7&h4 

Instead 7 .&f4 d6 8 e4 e6 9 dxe6 
JLxe6 10 itxd6 2e8 ll iLe2 suddenly 
transposes to the AveTbakh Variation! If 
Black wishes to avoid this variation (Line 
B22 of Chapter 8), I would suggest em¬ 
ploying the move OTdeT 5...h6 6 JLh4 c5. 

7.. .d6 8 e3 

Instead 8 e4 is Line E2 in Chapter 15, 
while 8 £id2 g5 9 .&g3 <£>h5 8 e3 trans¬ 
poses to note ‘c’ to White’s 10th move, 
below. 



8...g5 


Many moves have been tried here, 
but this is the most consistent. AfteT 

8...e5 9 £ki2 White is a little better in a 
blocked position, while 8...e6 9 £ki2 
exd5 10 cxd5 leaves Black without the 
possibility of playing ...£sh5. Black can 
also aim foT a Benko position with 8...b5 
9 cxb5 a6 10 £id 2 ot 8...a6. 

9 -&g3 £sh5 



10i.d3 

This is the most common, but otheT 
moves aTe possible as well: 

a) 10 !ke2 looks less active, but it is 
not completely harmless afteT I0...f5 11 
£id 2 <£sxg3 12 hxg3 <£>d7 (Black could 
also consider 12 ...^a6 ot 12 ...e6) 13 Wc2 
(instead 13 f4 14 Wc2 would trans¬ 
pose, but Black could also consider 

13...e5 14 dxe6 £ib6 ot even 13„JLxc3 14 
bxc3 < 4 > g7) 13 ...^f6 14 f4 and now: 

al) 14...e6 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 dxe6 
itxe6 and here both 17 0-0-0 a6 18 g4 
(J.Ehlvest-E.Liu, New York 2008) and 17 
g4l (V.Akobian-I.Foygel, US Champion¬ 
ship, Seattle 2003) give White good at¬ 
tacking chances. We can see that the 
bishop on e2 can be useful foT support- 
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ing the g2-g4 advance. 

a 2 ) 14 ...a 6 !? 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 £>f3 
(here White could consider 16 0-0-0 ot 
16 g4) l6...We8 17 Ad3 £>g4 18 Wd 2 
Wg6 19 0-0-0 b5 and Black had good 
counteTplay in D.Rombaldoni- 
D.VocatuTO, ArvieT 2005. 

b) 10 Wc2 f5 11 ±e2 (if 11 &d3 the 
bishop blocks the d-file and afteT ll...e5 
12 dxe6 Jb<e613 fidl 4ic614 -&e2 £sxg3 
15 hxg3 We7 Black was a tempo ahead 
in M.Gagunashvili-V.Talla, Budva 2009) 

ll...£sxg3 (the immediate ll...e5 is also 
possible, but not ll.j£>d7? 12 £sxg5l) 12 
hxg3 e5 13 dxe6 £>c6 14 Sdl JLxe6 15 
a3 We7 16 £>d5 Wf7 17 £>d 2 &xd5 18 
cxd5 £>e5 with a good game for Black in 
L.BTuzon-W.ATencibia, Santa ClaTa 2005. 

c) 10 £sd2 is the main alternative. 



AfteT I0...£>xg3 11 hxg3, ll...f5 12 
Ad3 transposes to the main line, while 

11.. .£>d7 12 '&c2 leads to uncleaT play 
afteT either I2...£ie5 (I.Foygel-D.VigoTito, 
New England 2005) ot I2...£sf6 
(I.Nikolaidis-I.Smirin, PanoTmo 2001). 
Black’s main alternative, howeveT, is 

11.. .e6 and then: 



cl) 12 Wc 2 exd5 13 £sxd5 &e 6 14 
&e 2 £>c 6 15 0-0 a 6 16 a3 b5 17 Sfdl 
ji.xd 5 18 cxd 5 £>e 7 with a comfortable 
position foT Black in V.GagaTin-T.HillaTp 
PeTsson, Stockholm 2007- 

c 2 ) 12 i.d3 exd5 13 cxd5 ftd7 14 
Wc 2 £>e 5 15 Ah7+ ^h 8 16 i.f 5 Wf 6 (ot 

16...C4) 17 Axc 8 Eaxc 8 and Black had 
good counteTplay in V.Dinstuhl- 
R.Kasimdzhanov, German League 2000 . 

c3) 12 g4 exd5 13 cxd5 f5 14 gxf5 
Axf5 15 Ae 2 Wf 6 16 0-0 £>d 7 17 £jc4 
4ie5 18 £>xe5 Wxe5 sees Black’s active 
piece play and bishop-pair give him 
good chances, and he scored a nice up¬ 
set in A.Yusupov-G.Souleidis, Essen 
2000 . 

c4) 12 dxe 6 jLxe 6 13 4kie4 was 
Z.Basagic-D.Sahovic, Pula 1981. Here 
Black should play 13 ...£)c 6 ! 14 Wxd 6 (ot 
14 £>xd 6 Wb 6 ) 14...Wb6 15 Wd 2 ®b4! 
with excellent play foT the pawn. Black 
intends ...Efd 8 with the initiative, and 
afteT 16 £>d5 £>xd5 17 cxd5 Jbcd5! 18 
Wxd5 Wb4+! 19 Wd 2 (forced, because 
White loses afteT both 19 £sc3 Wxb2 and 
19 £sd 2 Efd 8 ) 19...Wxe4 he is betten 
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10...f5 

This is the most flexible, but there is 
nothing wrong with I0...£}xg3 11 hxg3 
e6 12 Wc 2 exd5 13 cxd5 (ot 13 ^xd5 
J.e6) 13 ...f 5. 



114id2 

Others: 

a) 11 Wc2 e5l transposes to Gagun- 
ashvili-Talla in note ‘b’ to White’s 10th 
move. 

b) 11 4}xg5 4^xg3 12 hxg3 hxg5 
(Black could try 12...Wb61? to play foT a 
win) 13 Wh5 Sf6 14 #h7+ &f7 (Black’s 
queen proves to be vulnerable on d8 
afteT 14...^f8?? 15 IT 18 +!) 15 Wh5+ &g 8 
16 Wh7+ &f7 17 Wh5+ &g8 18 Wh7+ 
was drawn in N.PeTt-P.Smimov, Aviles 
2000 . 

c) 110-0 and now: 

cl) ll..Jbcc3l? 12 bxc3 <£ixg3 13 
hxg3 e5 14 dxe6 JLxe615 Sbl #e7 is an 
interesting suggestion by Andrew Mar¬ 
tin. 

c2) ll...We81? 12 Wc2 Wf7 13 a3 £>d7 
14 4id2 JLxc3?l (giving up this bishop 
and weakening the kingside is too much 
to secure a knight on e5, so Black should 


tTy 14...£te5 ot 14...£ixg3 15 hxg3 4ie5) 
15 Wxc3 f4 16 exf4 gxf4 17 &h4 ^e5 18 
f3 and White was much better in 
A.Rustemov-C.BaTreTo GaTcia, Seville 
2002 . 

c3) ll...e5 12 dxe6 ^.xe6 13 Sbl (13 
Jbcd61? Wxd6 14 Jb(f5 Wd7 15 .&xe6+ 
Wxe6 16 4}xg5 hxg5 17 Wxh5 is unclear) 
13 ...^c6 14 4}d5 4ixg3 15 hxg3 ^e7 16 
e4 was J.Speelman-I.Nataf, EsbjeTg 2001. 
Here Black’s simplest is I6...4}xd5 17 
exd5 (afteT 17 cxd5 both l7..JLd7 and 
17.-.^.f7l? look good) 17...&.&7 with a 
good position. 

11...4ixg3 12 hxg3 



12.. .^d7l? 

This simple developing move looks 
best to me. OtheT moves give White a 
better chance of fighting foT the initia¬ 
tive: 

a) 12...4ia6 13 e4 e6 14 dxe6 
(KTasenkow suggests the simple 14 0-0) 

14.. .^b4! 15 Abl f4 16 gxf4 gxf4 17 e5l 
(White must liberate his pieces) 

17 .. ~&xe 6 18 JLe4 (18 £>ce4l?) I8...1 , d7 
with an uncleaT position in G.SaTgiss- 
ian-E.lnaTkiev, KemeT 2007, while Bolo- 
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gan suggests just taking the pawn with 

18.. .dxe5. 

b) 12...e5?! allows White to imple¬ 
ment a typical strategic idea with 13 g 4 l 
(White can also play 13 e4 f4 14 gxf4 
exf 4 15 e 5 dxe 5 16 4xie4 with excellent 
compensation for the pawn) 13 ...e4 (or 

13.. .fxg4 14 4>de4) 14 &c 2 fxg4 15 
4idxe4 when his gTip on the e4-squaTe 
gave him a nice advantage in I.Sokolov- 
T.Radjabov, Sarajevo 2002. 

c) 12...e6 is Black’s main move. 



White has: 

cl) 13 Wh5 is a bit of a shot in the 
dark: 13...exd5 (ot I3...4id7 with the idea 
of ...4>f6) 14 cxd5 4sd7 15 4>c4 We7 16 
g4 4}e5 17 4>xe5 Wxe5 18 gxf5 Axf5 19 
JLxf5 Wxf5 with an excellent position 
foT Black in J.AndeTsen-A.Poluljahov, 
Gausdal 1994. 

c2) 13 Wc2 4>a6 (from here the 
knight threatens to go to b4, and from 
c7 it covers the important e6-, d5-,and 
b5- squares) 14 a3 4 ic 7 15 0-0 Hb8 
(I5...exd5 16 cxd5 b5 was suggested by 
Golubev; if 17 4>xb5 4>xb5 18 Axb5 
Sb8) 16 dxe6 J.xe6 17 Sadi Wf6 18 e4 


f4 19 e5l? dxe5 20 ^.h7+ ^h8 21 4ide4 
Wf7! (21...We7 22 4x15!?) 22 4ixc5 ±g4 
with uncleaT play in Z.Efimenko- 
D.Reindemian, Wijkaan Zee 2009. 

c3) 13 g4!? is very dangerous: 

13...fxg4 14 Wxg4 exd5 15 Wh5 4)d7 
(15 ...d4 16 Wg6! dxc3 17 Sxh6 cxd2+ 18 
&e2! is too dangerous) was D.Khisma- 
tullin-A.Volokitin, Moscow 2008, and 
now 16 Wg6! 4ie5 (l6...4if6? 17 4)xd5 
gives White a crushing attack) 17 Wh7+ 
&f7 18 4ixd5 4>xd3+ 19 Wxd3 would 
give White a noticeable advantage. 



13 4if3 

White wants to prevent ...4\e5 with¬ 
out committing his pawn structure. A 
couple of otheT moves have been played 
with success, but Black can improve: 

a) 13 f4!? has only been tried once, 
but it is very logical. AfteT I3...e6 (Black 
should try 13...4>f6!? with the idea of 
...4ig4) 14 dxe6 4ib6 15 Wc2 Axe6 16 
0-0-0 d5?l (afteT this Black’s position 
proves to be much looser than White’s, 
so I6...gxf4 17 gxf4 #f6 was a better try) 
17 cxd5 4>xd5 18 ±c4 ±xc3 19 bxc3 Wf6 
20 Wb3 4 >c 7 21 4if3 b5 22 J.xe6+ <4ixe6 
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23 £>e5 c4 24 Wxb5 Sab8 25 W a5 1-0 
M.Kazhgaleyev-T.Calistri, French League 
2007. 

b) 13 Wc 2 £)e5 14 &e 2 £>g4!? (ot 
simply 14... e6) 15 £)f3 e5 16 dxe6 Ji.xe6 
17 Sdl a6 18 <4>fl We7 19 £>d5 -&xd5 
(not 19...Wf7? 20 £ixg5! bxg5 21 ±xg4) 
20 Sxd5 Wxe3? (Black is okay afteT 

20.. .5ae8 with the idea 21 fixfs? flxfs 
22 Wxf5 ^xf 2 !) 21 jid3 We7 22 i.xf5 
Qsf6 23 Idl £>d7 24 Sel £ie5 25 £ixe5 
dxe5 26 Jte4 with a big advantage foT 
White in E.Mendez Ataria-Gilanos, 
Buenos Abes 1998. 

13.. .e6!? 

I like this idea, though it is not 
forced. Black should avoid 13 ...£)e5 14 
£)xe5 dxe5 15 e4 when his dark-squaTed 
bishop is entombed, but 13 ...£)f 614 Wc2 
4ig4 looks like a playable alternative. 

14 dxe6 £ b6 

Not 14...^e5? 15 £ixe5 dxe5 

(l5..Jbce5 16 Sxh6) as 16 JLxfS! is 
crushing. 



Black is Teady to TecaptuTe on e6 
with a great position, so White must act 
immediately. 


15 g4l? fxg4 

Critical, but Black could also play 

15.. ~&xe6 16 gxf5 Jbcf5 17 Jb<f5 Sxf5 18 

Wc2 and now TatheT than i8Jtf8?l 19 
£>e4! £ixc4 20 <5ig3 lxf3 21 gxf3 £ixb 2 
22 £\f5! with a winning position in 
J.Ehlvest-APugachev, St. Petersburg 
1994, l8...Wf6, l8...Wd7 and even 

18.. ..6XC3+19 Wxc3 Wf6 all look playable. 

16 £>h2 



16.. .1.xc3+! 

This is stronger than the tempting 

16.. .g3 17 £sg4 (not 17 fxg3 .&xe6 18 
£>g4 ^.xc3+ 19 bxc3 Axg4 20 Wxg4 
We7! with a great position foT Black) 

17.. .gxf2+ 18 'ifl (18 <Sxf2 Jbce6 is good 
foT Black) I8...ilxe6 19 £)xh6+ J.xh6 20 
lxh6 !f6 21 Wh5 fixh6 22 Wxh6 We7 23 
Wg6+ (Huzman points out 23 £se4 JLf5! 
with the idea 24 £>f6+? #xf6! 25 Wxf6 
J.xd3+ 26 *xf2 Sf8) 23 ...if8 24 Wh6+ 
with a draw according to Huzman, but 
the calm 24 b3! allows White to play foT 
more. 

17 bxc3 Wf6! 

Not 17...g3? 18 £>g4 gxf2+ 19 ifl 
and White’s attack is too strong. Now 
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the play is forced for both sides. 

18 £ixg4 Wxc3+ 19 i’fl i-xe 6 20 <5^xh6+ 
&g7 



21 Sh5! Wxd3+ 

Black should simplify, as his king is in 
the greater danger Instead 21...£>xc4 22 
Hxg5+ ^f6 23 Sg6+ &e7 looks okay, but 
here the patient 22 &gl! is problematic. 
The alternative is 21...Wf6 22 f4 icxc4 
when Huzman gave 23 Hcl <^)d5! 24 
^gl (Black wins afteT 24 Wd2 £>xe3+ 25 
Wxe3 Wxf4+ 26 Wxf4 icxd3+) 24...^xe3 
25 £>f5+ Wxf5 26 i.xf5 <5^xdl and Black 
is clearly better, but instead 23 Sbl! 
icxd3+ 24 Wxd3 leaves White with a 
strong initiative. 


22 Wxd3 iLxc4 23 Wxc4 £\xc4 24 £)g4 
White probably has enough foT the 
pawn, but nothing more than that. 

24...Sf5 

Black could also try 24...^d2+ 25 4 , e2 
£)e4 26!ahl‘&g6!?. 

25 &e2 Sh 8 26 Sxh 8 *xh 8 27 2hl+ 
i gl 28 e4! Sf4 29 f 3 b5 

Or 29...^e5l? when Black can haTdly 
be worse. 



30Sh5 

Now TatheT than the oveTambitious 
30...Sxg4? of J.Plaskett-M.Hebden, Hast¬ 
ings 1997/98, Black should have settled 
foT a dTaw with 30...‘i’g6 31 Sh6+ <4>g7 
32Sh5. 
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1 d4 £>f6 2 c4 g6 3 <S4c3 J.g7 Wb3 c6 and Black had excellent coun- 

In this chapter we look at several less terplay in R.Wetzell-D.Vigorito, USA 
common lines. These aTe not as danger- 2008. 

ous as the main systems, but they aTe b) 4 g3 0-0 5 .&g2 d6 6 e4 is some- 
not entirely without venom, so Black times TefeTTed to as the PomaT System, 

should know how to Teact. We examine: 


A: 4 3 0-0 5 i-f4 

Bj 4 e4 d6 5 ±e2 0-0 6 ±e3 
C: 4 e4 d6 5 £if 3 0-0 6 i.e3 
D: 4 e4 d6 5 £sf3 0-0 6 Ag5 
E:4e4d65i-g5 

There aTe a few otheT odd systems 
that deserve a bTief mention: 

a) 4 g3 0-0 5 i.g2 d6 6 e3 looks a lot 
like an English Opening. Black can basi¬ 
cally play as he pleases here: 6...£sc6 
(playing in ‘Panno style’; an alternative 
is the classical development 6...£sbd7 7 
£ige2 e5 8 0-0 Be8) 7 £>ge2 £d7 8 0-0 
Bb8 8 0-0 Wc81? (ot 8...a6) 9 Bel a6 10 
b3 Bb8 11 a3 b5 12 cxbs axbs 13 b4 e5 
14 d5 £ie7 15 .&b2 Bd8 16 Bel Wb7 17 



This is not veTy dangerous, but one 
of Black’s most natural plans looks in¬ 
sufficient: 

bl) 6...£sc6 7 £)ge2 (if 7 d5 £ia5) 
7...e5 (this looks good, but it does not 
work out well, so Black should consider 
playing in Panno style with 7...a6!? 8 0-0 
Sb8) 8 d5 £sd4 9 0-0 c5 10 dxc6 bxc6 
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(I0...<$jxe2+ 11 Wxe2 bxc6 12 fidl also 
looks better for White) 11 <2ixd4 exd4 12 
Wxd4 ®g413 Wd2 arid I doubt Black has 
enough for the pawn. 

b2) 6...C5! is very logical, as White’s 
set-up is not very threatening against a 
Benoni structure. After 7 ^ge2 (or 7 d5 
e6 with a good Benoni) 7...^c6 8 d5 £)a5 
9 b3 a6 Black has a good Panno-type 
position with counterplay coming 
against c4. White’s e2-knight is poorly 
placed. 

c) 4 £>f3 0-0 5 e3 is a funny way to 
play. White is essentially playing the 
French against the King’s Indian Attack 
- reversed! In general, reversed open¬ 
ings are not that dangerous and in this 
case White’s play is no exception. After 
5...d6 6 i.e2 £ibd7 7 0-0 e5 8 b4 Se8 9 
a4 Black has two different approaches: 



cl) With 9...e4 Black plays for an at¬ 
tack on the kingside in the same way 
White would in the King’s Indian Attack. 
After 10 £>d2 <2if8 11 b5 h5 12 a5 £)8h7 
(I2...a6 and 12..JLf5 are thematic alter¬ 
natives) 13 Ab2 ±g4 14 d5 £ig5 15 £)b3 
#d7 Black had attacking chances in 


O.Orlov-A.Giri, St Petersburg 2007. 

c2) 9...exd4 is a simple solution. In 
the reversed line, White would hardly 
play this way, as the positions are quite 
level. Here the tempo is not very impor¬ 
tant and after 10 exd4 £>f8 (l0...d5 in¬ 
tending 11 Wb3 a5 or ll c5 £ie4 is an 
alternative) ll Sa3 (odd, but White does 
not have a good way to fight for the ini¬ 
tiative) 11...C6 12 d5 a5l 13 bxa5 Sxa5 
Black had no problems in M.Rivas Pas¬ 
tor-A.Karpov, Dos Hermanas 1994. 

A) 4 £)f3 0-0 5 itf4 



White plays a kind of London System 
with a pawn on c4. 

5...d6 

Black could also play 5...C5 6 d5 (6 e3 
transposes to the note to Black’s 6th 
move, below) 6...d6 7 e4 e6 8 dxe6 Axe6 
9 Axd6 Se8 which is like the Averbakh 
Variation, but here Black has not played 
...h6 (which actually probably favours 
him). 

6e3 

White can play 6 h3 immediately 
too. Black can simply play 6...4ibd7 any- 
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anyway OTtry 6...C5 7 e3 (7 d5 b5l? gives 
Black a good Benko afteT 8 cxb5 a6 or 8 
4>xb5 4>e4) 7...cxd4 8 exd4 d5l? with 
similar play to note ‘b’ to Black’s 6th 
move. 

6.. .4>bd7 

This is a nonnal, flexible move. Try¬ 
ing to hunt down White’s bishop with 

6.. .4>h5 does not work so well afteT 7 
Jtg5 h6 8 ±h4 g5 9 4id2!, but Black does 
have a majot alternative in 6...C5. 



White has three very different ways 
to play: 

a) 7 Jie2 4ih5 8 jk.g5 h6 9 .&h4 g5 10 
,&g3 (now 10 4X12 fails to 10...cxd4l 11 
exd4 4X4) 10...f5 (ot 10...cxd4 11 4lxd4 
4lxg3 12 hxg3 4X6) 11 dxc5 4lxg3 12 
hxg3 dxc5 13 Wc 2 4X6 14 Idl Wfe 8 15 
a3 Wf7 16 0-0 £e6 17 4)d5 Had8 was 
faiTly level in V.Golod-V.Bologan, Roma¬ 
nian Team Championship 1994. The 
position Tesembles some of those found 
in the Smyslov Variation. 

b) 7 h3 cxd4 (uncleaT play results 
from 7-Ma5 8 Wd 2 cxd4 9 exd4 e5 10 
&e3 4X6 11 d5 4x7 12 g4l?) 8 exd4 d5l 
and now White should probably settle 


foT 9 ii.e2 (Black is doing well afteT both 
9 c5 b6 10 b4 4X4 11 Scl bxc5 12 bxc5 
4X6 13 i-b5 4ixd4! 14 4ixd4 Wa5 15 
Jlc6 4lxc3 16 Wd 2 jk.xd4 17 Wxd4 4X4+ 
18 &dl Aa6 and 9 a3 4X6 10 c5 4X4 11 
±e 2 4lxd4 12 4ixd4 e5 13 i.e3 exd4 14 
itxd4 4lxc3 15 bxc3 Wg5 according to 
Bologan) 9...4X6 10 0-0 dxc4 11 .&xc4 
4X5 12 &e2 Jie 6 with a level position 
similar to the TaTTasch Defence. 

c) 7 d5 Wb6 (7...4>h5 8 ±g5 h6 9 Ah4 
g5 again runs into 10 4X12) 8 Sbl e5 9 
i.g5 (9 dxe6 Jbce6 10 Wxd6 4X6 gives 
Black good play) 9.~&f5 10 JLd3 Jtxd3 
(Bologan suggests 10... e4 11 Jixf6 exf3 
12 Jbcg7 fxg 2 13 Sgl ilxd3 14 Wxd3 
< &>xg7 15 Sxg2 4X17 16 f4 f5 with a level, 
though unbalanced position) 11 Wxd3 
4>bd7 12 4xt2 fiae8 13 a3 a6 14 f3 Wc7 
15 ^.h4 4X5 16 g4 e4 was V.lvanchuk- 
T.Radjabov, Sochi 2008. Here White 
should have tTied 17 4Xxe4 f5 18 gxh5 
fxe4 19 fxe4 4X5 20 We2 when Black 
has some counteTplay, but it is two ex¬ 
tra pawns. 



7h3 

White can try to dispense with this 
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move, although there is riot much rea¬ 
son to. Both sides will have to consider 
Black’s ...<£ih5: for example, 7 ile2 b6 8 
0-0 i.b7 9 ®c2 (9 h3) 9...£ih5 10 &g5 h6 
ll ^.h4 c5! (it is better to throw this in 
than to play the immediate ll...g5 12 
<5}d2 <5idf6 13 Wdl!) 12 d5 g5 13 £)d 2 
<5idf6 14 Wdl gxh4 15 Jb<h5 e6 (or 

15.. .h3) with counterplay. 

7.. .b6! 

I like this system very much. Black 
uses his pieces to fight for the centre. 
Instead 7 ...Se 8 8 jk.e 2 e5 9 dxe5 dxe5 
fails to 10 ®xe5!, while 7...c6 8 ,&e2 We8 
9 0-0 e5 10 iLh2 is exactly what White 
wants - Black does not have realistic 
attacking chances, whereas White has 
pressure along the h2-b8 diagonal and 
can play on the queenside with b4. 

8.i_e2 ib7 



9 0-0 

This position could also be reach 
from a pure London System with l d4 
£lf 6 2 ±f4 g6 3 e3 .&g7 4 £>f3 d6 5 &e 2 
0-0 6 0-0 <£sbd7 7 h3 b6 8 c4 (White does 
not usually go for this move) 8...^.b7. 

If White tries to prevent Black from 


controlling the e4-square with 9 Wc2, 
Black can play 9...e5! 10 ,&h2 (after 10 
dxe5 Black can simply play I0...dxe5 ll 
ilg3 We7 or look for more with 

10.. .£ixe5: for example, ll <£ixe5?! dxe5 

12 _a.xe5 Axg2 and Black is better after 

13 Sgl -&xh3 or 13 Sh 2 i.b7) 10...exd4 
(this is good, but Black could also main¬ 
tain the tension with io...We7 or 

10.. .2.8) ll exd4 fie8 (a little too ambi¬ 
tious was ll...d5 12 cxd5 £>xd5 13 0-0! 
<£ixc 3 14 bxc3 £if6 15 Uadi and White 
had the freer game in E.Prie- 
M.Kazhgaleyev, Asnieres 2006) 12 0-0 
(after 12 d5 ®c5 13 0-0 Black can play 

13.. .£tfe4 or 13..~&c8l?) 12...£le4. 



Here White has: 

a) 13 <£sd5 <£idf6 14 <£sb4 looked a bit 
time-consuming in E.Cordova-P.Della 
Morte, Toluca 2009, and here l4...Wd7 
gives Black a nice position. 

b) 13 Sfel <£ixc3 14 Wxc3 (14 bxc3 is 
similar to variation ‘c’) 14 ...W 6 with a 
slight advantage for Black according to 
Prie. 

c) 13 Sael <£ixc3 14 bxc3 £>f615 £sd2 
,&h6 16 iLd3 Wd7 and again Black had a 
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good position in G.GrigoTe-J.Tihonov, 
Solsones 2004. 

d) 13 £)xe4 Jbce4 (Prie feels that 

13.. .5xe4! is even better; he gives 14 
Wd2 ®f6 15 i.g3 h6 with a slight ad¬ 
vantage for Black) 14 Wd2 Wf6 (or 

14.. . 1 £>f8!? 15 Sfel W6 16 Sadi <£e6 17 
b3 a5 18 d5 £)c5 with an excellent posi¬ 
tion in H.UTday CaceTes-G.Hertneck, Port 
of Spain 1999) 15 icf4 and now TatheT 
than the passive lS-Mel 16 Bfel '#'f8 
17 <Sg5 with some initiative foT White 
in A.ATab-N.Nyazi, Tripoli 2009, PTie 
suggests 15...c5! with uncleaT play. If 16 
i.g5 Wf5 17 g4 We6 18 d5? i.xd5l. 

9.. .^e410 <£)xe4 icxe4 



Black has no problems here. Ex¬ 
changing a set of knights has given him 
enough room foT his pieces, and he can 
play foT ...e5, ...c5 ot even ...b5, as we 
shall see. 

Il£>d2 

This move gains time, but the TetTeat 
of the knight lessens White’s control of 
the centre. Several otheT moves aTe pos¬ 
sible, but none aTe dangerous: 

a) 11 Bel e5 12 i.h 2 i.b7 13 b4 ®e7 


14 Wc 2 c5 15 bxc5 dxc5 16 d5 e4 17 £)d 2 
f5 18 Bcel i.e5 19 £xe5 ^xe5 20 f3 
exf3 21 ^xf3 Bae8 22 £ixe5 Wxe5 23 
JLd3 JLc8 24 Wf2 Ad7 with level chances 
in A.Yusupov-K.GTigoTian, Fmnze 1979. 

b) 11 ®a4 e5 12 i.g5 We8 13 £>d 2 
JLb7 14 Af3 ilxf3 15 £ixf3 h6 16 ich4 
was A.Sitnikov-A.Kovalev, Alushta 2008. 
Now I6...exd4! 17 £)xd4 (or 17 exd4 
<^e5!) 17 ...£ic 5 gives Black a slight initia¬ 
tive. 

c) 11 Wb3 e5 12 Ag3 We7 13 Sad 
Bab8!? 14 Sfdl a5 with equal chances 
in N.Zhukova-M.Fominykh, Saint Vin¬ 
cent 200S. 

d) 11 ®d 2 e5 12 i.h 2 We7 13 Sadi 
(similar is 13 Sfdl Sfd8 14 Bad a5, 
G.Kamsky-I.Smirin, Khanty Mansiysk 
200S) 13...Sfd8 14 Wcl a5 15 b3 with a 
draw in J.Ehlvest-VJvanchuk, New Delhi 
2000 . 

e) 11 Ah2 



11...C5!? (Black can also just play 

ll...e5 when 12 Wd2 is variation ‘d’, 
while 12 d5 12...i.xf3 13 &xf3 e4 14 
ilxe4 itxb 2 15 Bbl followed by 15...ice5 
ot l5...JLg7 is fine foT Black) 12 Bel 
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(Black also had no problems at all afteT 
12 Wd2 £sf6 13 Hfdl Wd7 14 Sad Wb7 
in D.Johansen-R.Kasimdzhanov, Mal¬ 
lorca Olympiad 2004) 12...Sc8 13 a3 Wc7 
14 b4 Wb7 15 Wd 2 cxd4 16 exd4 e5 17 
dxe5 £sxe5l 18 Jbce5?l dxe5 and with 
the bishop-paiT, Black was already a lit¬ 
tle better in G.Kamsky-T.LPetTosian, 
Mainz (Tapid) 2007. 

Il...^.b7 12 £f3 



12„.Wc8!? 

Black maintains some tension. He 
could also play 12...iLxf3 13 £sxf3 e5 (ot 
13-C5). 

13 ^.xb7 

White is eageT to exchange pieces. 
Black is doing well in any case, howeveT, 
as White does not have much to do and 
Black controls the pawn breaks. A cou¬ 
ple of examples: 

a) 13 Sbl e5 14 dxe5 dxe5 15 -&g3 
Se8 16 £se4 f 5 17 £sc3 iLxf3 18 Wxf3 e4 
19 Wdl c6 20 4^e2 4^c5 and Black cer¬ 
tainly had no problems in J.Speelman- 
O.Romanishin, Sochi 1982. 

b) 13 Wa4 c5 14 ^.xb7 Wxb7 15 £sf3 
e5 16 dxe5 dxe5 17 Sadi Sad8 18 £g5 


f6 19 ^.h4 e4 20 £sd2 £)e5 and Black was 
already a little better in J.Gamia- 
K.Zavala FloTes, Lima 2004. 

13.. .Wxb714Wf3Sab8! 

Black is not opposed to the exchange 
of queens. The Took will not be badly 
placed at all on b7, as Black can consider 
playing for ...b5. 

15 £g5 Sfe8 16 Wxb7 Sxb7 17 b3 e5 18 

Instead Prie gives 18 d5 h6 19 iLh4 
e4 20 Sadi a5 21 jk.g3 £)c5 with an ad¬ 
vantage foT Black. 

18.. .h6 19 ^.h4 e4 20 £>el 

Worse is 20 £sd2 c5 21 dxc5 £sxc5 
(but not 21..Jbcal?? 22 c6) 22 Sadi Sd7 
23 ^.g3 d5 (PTie). 

20.. .b5l? 21 cxb5 Sxb5 

Black had some initiative in the end¬ 
game in E.PTie-M.VachieT LagTave, 
French League 2010. 

B) 4 e4 d6 5 Ae2 0-0 



Here White will usually play 6 ilg5 
to Teach the AveTbakh ot else 6 £sf3 
transposing to the Classical variations 
covered in Volume I. 
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6&e3 

This is a solid way for White to play, 
but it puts less pressure on Black than 
the AveTbakh. There aTe a couple of 
stTange alternatives that see White 
playing foT a rather unjustified kingside 
attack: 

a) 6 g4 c5 (White’s flailing flank at¬ 
tacks do not work well against a Benoni 
stmctuTe, as Black can easily open up 
the position) 7 d5 (7 g5 <£ie8 8 d5 trans¬ 
poses) 7...e6 8 g5 ^e8 (ot 8... < £ifd7!? 9 
dxe6 fxe6 10 Wxd6 4ic6 with a big de¬ 
velopment lead) 9 h4 (White continues 
his ‘attack’) 9-.exd5 10 cxd5 (White’s 
position looks silly afteT 10 exd5 <£sc7 11 
h5 Se8, while afteT 10 ^xd5 <£>c6 Black’s 
knight gets to d4 and he can exchange 
off White’s d5-knight with ...£\c7 ot 
,...&e6) and now Black has a pleasant 
choice between several moves such as 

10...We7,10...a6,10...^c7 and 10...f5l?. 

b) 6h4c5 



7 d5 e6 (Black could also play a de¬ 
cent Benko with 7...b5 8 cxb5 a6) 8 h 5 
exd5 9 hxg6 fxg6 10 cxd5 We7 11 Ag5 
<^ibd7 12 ^.g4?l ®e5 13 icxc8 Saxc8 14 


£>f3 4if7!? 15 Wc2 4ixg5 16 £ixg5 4ixd5 
(l6...^g4 also looks good) 17 ^xh7 
Jbcc3+ 18 bxc3 Sf7l (trapping the white 
knight) 19 0-0-0 (afteT 19 ^g5 Wxg5 20 
exd5 Wxg2 White’s position collapses) 

19.. .£sf4 20 Wd 2 c4 21 We3 We5 0-1 
S.Williams-J.GallagheT, British League 
2001 . 

6.. .e5 

Black could also play along the lines 
of the AveTbakh with 6...C5 when both 7 
d5 and 7 e5 aTe possible. The only differ¬ 
ence is that Black’s pawn is still on h7. 
Although Black does not control the g5- 
squaTe, the pawn is not vulnerable as it 
sometimes is on h6. This is all TatheT 
unexplored, so we will look at the classi¬ 
cal plan with ...e5, which is moTe appeal¬ 
ing here than in the AveTbakh. 

7d5 

Instead 7 <2^3 transposes to the Gli- 
goTic Variation, while 7 dxe5 dxe5 8 
Wxd8 Sxd8 is clearly harmless. 

7.. .a5 



8 g4 

Instead 8 <£>f3 transposes to the Pet- 
Tosian Variation with 8 JLe3 which was 
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covered in Volume I. Playing 8 c5 looks 
natural, but after 8...<£>a6 9 cxd6 cxd6 
Black is fine. White is behind in devel¬ 
opment and 10 <£jf3 will be met with 

10.. .£>g4. 

8„.£}a6 9 h4 

White can also push Black back with 
9 g 5 £sd7 10 h4, but Black has counter¬ 
play immediately with I0...f5 (I0...£>dc5 
also looks fine) 11 f3 (or 11 gxf6 <£jxf6 12 
h5 gxh5 13 Jb<h5 <£>c5 with unclear play 
in B.Gulko-I.Caspi, Leon (rapid) 2010) 

11.. .^dc5 12 £>h3 c6 (other possibilities 
are I2...^.d7 and 12...f4l?) 13 £>f2 cxd5 
14 cxd5 ^.d7 15 ±b5 .&xb5 16 £>xb5 a4 
17 We2 Wa5+ 18 £>c3 a3 by when he 
held some initiative in M.Rivas Pastor- 
G.Timoshenko, Collado Villalba 2005. 

9.. .^c5 



10 £f3 

This move looks a bit awkward, but 
the alternative 10 f3 lessens the influ¬ 
ence of White’s light-squared bishop. 
Black can play I0...h5 (this clarifies the 
kingside structure, but 10...C6 is also 
quite playable) 11 g5 £tfd7 (ll...^h7 has 
been played more frequently, but there 


i s n o reason to put the knight on such a 
square) 12 £)h3 £)b6 13 Wd2 a414 0-0-0 
and now rather than 14...We7 15 <£>b5! 
which left Black a little tied up in 
M.Sadler-M.Apicella, Ostend 1991, Black 
should first play 14..~*i.d7! with an excel¬ 
lent position. 

10...Wd7!? 

Black forces the pace. While this is a 
strange-looking move, White’s 10 ilf3 
was as well and as White cannot defend 
the g4-pawn, he must advance it. Alter¬ 
natives are also of interest: 

a) 10...£tfd7 is a typical way to coor¬ 
dinate Black’s pieces: 11 h 5 £>b6 12 &e2 
&d7 with unclear play. White’s kingside 
pawns are further advanced than they 
are in similar positions of the Ma- 
kogonov Variation, but here his knight is 
still stuck on gl. 

b) 10...C61? 11 g5 £>fd7 12 ^ge2?l 
(critical is 12 dxc6 bxc6 13 Wxd6, al¬ 
though after 13...Wb6 with the idea of 
...Wb4 and ..Ae6 Black’s compensation 
looks pretty good) I2...^b6! 13 b3 cxd5 
14 cxd5 f5 with an excellent position for 
Black in V.Kiselev-E.Can, Voronezh 2007. 
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11 g5 

White has no choice. 

11.. .£>g4 

Black has an active position, but he 
must be a bit careful that his knight 
does not become trapped. 

12 £xc5 

This is the only way f ot White to jus¬ 
tify his play. Instead 12 ,&d2?? £id3+ 
loses on the spot, while 12 Acl f 5 allows 
Black to immediately seize the initiative. 
Exchanging with 12 J.xg4 Wxg4 13 
Wxg4 -&xg4 14 f3 -&d7 15 &e 2 f5 oc¬ 
curred in R.Biolek-S.Firt, Cesko 1999, 
when the position is about equal, but 
Black can be happy with his bishop-pair. 

12.. .dxc5 



13 £>a4 

White’s position looks very stTange 
to me, but this is quite a cleveT idea to 
fight foT the initiative. Instead the natu¬ 
ral 13 h5 is untried. Black should Teact 
with 13...f6 or perhaps even 13...Sa6!?. 
White has tried a couple of other moves 
in practice: 

a) 13 We2 h5?l 14 Ag2 f5 15 f3 f4 16 
fxg4 hxg4 17 0-0-0 was much better for 


White in J.AguiaT GaTcia-F.Gimeno Diaz, 
correspondence 2008. Black can win 
back the piece with ...f3, but White will 
just sacrifice back and have an extTa 
pawn and all the play on the king side. A 
better try was 13...f6l? with uncleaT play. 

b) 13 &g2 looks painfully slow, but 
White wants to win that knight: 13 ...f6 
14 -&h3 fxg5 15 f3 Wf7 16 hxg5 £)e3 
(Black could also play l6...Wf4l? 17 £>ce2 
Wxg5 when he has good compensation 
afteT 18 J.xg4 &.xg4 19 fxg4 Wxg4 ot 18 
fxg4 We3; in both cases the e4-pawn is 
falling) 17 Wd3 ii.xh 3 18 Wxe3 (forced, 
because White loses afteT 18 4ixh3 Wxf3 
or 18 Sxh3 4ig2+ 19 Sf2 £tf4) I8...±d7 
with an unclear position in R.Bairachny- 
A.Bakutin, Tula 2000. If 19 Wxc5 Wf4. 

13 ...b6 

This allows White to execute his 
idea. I quite like the look of 13...f5l? leav¬ 
ing the c5-pawn to its fate. Black has the 
bishop-pair and White’s development is 
poor, so it makes sense to open the posi¬ 
tion. A couple of possibilities: 

a) 14 £>xc5 We7 15 £>d3 fxe4 16 
^.xe4 ^.f5 gives Black a strong initiative 
for the pawn: e.g., 17 &xf5 (17 We2? is 
crushed by 17..~&-xe4 18 Wxe4 4ixf2l 19 
£)xf2 Wb4+ 20 Sfl Wxb 2 ) 17...gxf5 with 
the idea of ...e4 with excellent play. 

b) 14 gxf6 <2ixf6 15 <£ixc5 #e7 16 
4ki3 (16 £ia4? Wb4+) I6...±h6 with 
good counteTplay. 

14 d6!? 

Instead 14 h5 gxh5 15 Sxh5 f 5 is very 
messy, but Black’s position still looks 
easier to play. 
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14.. .h5 

Black cannot take the pawn: 

14.. .cxd6? 15 <£>xb6 is bad and 

14.. .®xd6? 15 Jb<g4 loses a piece. 

15 gxh6 <5ixh6 16 dxc7 Wxc7 



White’s enterprising play has al¬ 
lowed him to gain the d5-squaTe foT his 
knight while pushing Black’s knight 
back to h6. Still, White’s position has a 
funny look to it. 

17 £sc 3 i-e6 18 £>d5 iLxd5 

This is fine, but Black could also play 

I8...#b7- 

19 cxd5 c4 

Ot I9...a4 20 Wd2 a3 with good play. 

20 Wd2 



Now after 20...Wc5 21 h5l g5 22 
Wxg5 c3 23 b3 (23 Wcl) 23...f5 24 £>h3 
c2 25 Igl If7 26 Wxh6 fxe4 27 ®c6?l 
(27 Sell) 27...Sc8? (27...Wxc6 28 dxc6 
Sxf3 29 h6 Hxh3 30 Sxg7+ ‘if8 is about 
equal) 28 Wxc5 Sxc5 29 Hcl lxf3 30 
£>g5 'i’hS 31 <£>xf3 (31 &e2l looks good 
foT White, as the Took does not have a 
good place to go) 3l...exf3 32 JSg6 e4 
Black created some confusion in 
S.Williams-G.Jones, BunTatty 2008. 

Instead Black had a cleveT way to ac¬ 
tivate his knight with 20...‘£>f5l? with the 
idea of ...<£>d4. If 21 exf5 e4 gives Black 
good play: foT example, 22 iLxe4 We5 ot 
22 £dl c3l. 

C) 4e4d6 5 £>f3 0-0 6 i.e3 



This move was frequently played by 
LaTsen in the 1970’s. Black should be 
careful to not fall into a variation with 
which he is unfamiliar. 

6.. .e5 

Black should not be provoked into 

6.. .<£>g4 7 Ag 5 f6 (ot 7 ...h 6 8 Jlh4) 8 JLh4 
when it is not cleaT what he has 
achieved. Instead both 6...<£\bd7 7 i.e2 
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e5 8 0-0 and 6...£>a6 7 ice 2 e5 8 0-0 al¬ 
low White to sneakily transpose to lines 
of the Classical Variation outside out 
TepertoiTe. 

7dxe5 

This exchange variation gives the 
line its original flavour. Instead 7 ice2 is 
the GligoTic Variation, while 7 d5 could 
be met in a few different ways: 

a) 7...£>a6 8 h3 is the Makogonov, but 
8 Ae2 would transpose to a PetTosian 
Variation outside out TepertoiTe. 

b) 7-®g4 8 Ag5 f6 9 Ah4 leads to 
unexplored play similar to the GligoTic 
Variation afteT g5 10 JLg3 £)h6 ot 9-h5 
10h3<£ih6ll£)d2. 

c) 7...a5l? is untried, but will likely 
lead us back to familiaT lines: 8 c5 can 
be met by 8...^g4, 8 h3 <£)a6 is the Ma¬ 
kogonov and 8 Jie2 <£)g4 is the PetTosian 
variation with 8 iLe3 from Volume I. 
7...dxe5 8 S'xd8 Sxd8 



White’s hopes foT an advantage have 
been based on this endgame, but Black 
has more than one good Teply. In fact, I 
think Black has an easier time of it than 
in the main lines of the classical Ex¬ 


change Variation. 

9^d5^a6 

This move scores veTy well foT Black. 
Instead 9-^xd5 is the most common, 
but scores badly. AfteT 10 cxd5 c6 11 
JLc4 cxd5 12 iLxd5 White is betteT off 
than in the classical Exchange Variation 
because his bishops aTe betteT placed. 

Black does have a decent alternative 
in the odd-looking 9...Sd7l? 10 £)xf6+ 
(10 0-0-0 £ic6 11 £)xf6+ Axf6 12 ice2 
flxdl+ 13 flxdl ±g4 is level, while 10 
i.d3 <^a6 11 £)xf6+ Axf6 12 0-0-0 <5^b4 
13 Abl a5 was fine foT Black in 
E.SeTTano Salvador-F.TaTrio Ocana, cor¬ 
respondence 2007) 10...JLxf6 11 c5 and 
now: 



a) ll...£)c6 allows White to double 
the black pawns, but Black’s bishop-paiT 
compensates foT this after 12 i.b5 Sd8 
13 Jb<c6 bxc6 and now: 

al) 14 Hdl JLa6! 15 Hxd8+ Sxd8 16 
@>d2 Jce7 gave Black the more comfort¬ 
able game in G.BaTbeTo-A.Khalifman, 
Plovdiv 1986. White cannot castle and it 
is difficult foT him to get his Took into 
play. 
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a2) 14 £kl2 5,b8 (Black has decent al¬ 
ternatives in 14..~&a6, 14~.ji.e6 and 

14... a5) 15 0-0-0 ice6 16 b3 &e7 17 £>bl 
f5 18 f 3 Sxdl+ 19 ^xdl fxe4 20 fxe4 
was drawn in M. Rivas PastoT-ALukin, 
Leningrad 1984. 

a3) 14 0-0 Sb8 15 b3 Aa6 (lS...Sb4l 
16 £}d2 Jte6 with the idea of ...a5 looks 
even stronger) 16 Sfel icg7 was level in 
O.Renet-Su.PolgaT, Brest 1987. 

b) ll...Sd8!? 12 ±c4 <£>c6 and now: 



bl) 13 0-0 <&a5. 1 ? 14 i.e2 Ae6 with 
level play in M.Rivas PastoT- 
L.Chhstiansen, LinaTes 1985. 

b 2 ) 13 &e 2 i.g4 14 Ihdl £id4+ 15 
Jtxd4 exd4 was equal in E.Ennenkov- 
A.Sznapik, Malta Olympiad 1980. 

b3) 13 £ig5 at least tries to do some¬ 
thing: 13...^.xg5 (13.-Sf8 is also okay) 14 
icxg5 fid4 15 -&-d5 ice6! (instead 

lS...®b4 16 ice3 £lc2+ 17 *62 Sxd5 18 
exd5 £>xal 19 Sxal gave White some 
chances in K.Pytel-W.Schmidt, Bagneux 
1980) 16 Ae3?l (better is 16 JLxc6 bxc6 
with dull equality) I6.~ji.xd5 17 -*Lxd4 
jtxe4 18 ±c3 icxg 2 19 Sgl icf3 and 
with two pawns and a powerful light- 


squared bishop, Black has more than 
enough for the exchange. 



10 0 - 0-0 

Instead 10 £)xf6+ ilxf6 is even, while 
10 icg5 Sd6 ll i.xf6 icxf6 is the same 
as the Makogonov Exchange, except 
White is lacking the useful move h2-h3. 

White’s main alternative to castling 
is 10 fidl!?. This move keeps the f2- 
pawn protected and intends to create 
pressure with icg5. Black can try to 
gradually neutralize White play ot he 
can look at different ways to sacrifice 
the exchange. Some possibilities: 

a) 10...£ixd5 11 cxd5 £>b4 12 Acs! a5 
13 a3 £>a6 14 ji.e3 f5 15 Sell gave 
White pressure in R.Bumett- 
L.RemlingeT, New York 1995. 

b) 10...Se8 11 <£)xf6+ (ll ±d3l?) 

Il...icxf6 12 a3 icg4 (this looks like the 
wrong idea, so 12...b6 should be tTied, as 
in variation ‘c’) 13 ji.e2 £)b8 14 £>g5l 
&xe2 15 &xe2 £ic6 16 £>f3 £id4+ 17 
JLxd4 exd4 18 £^3 and White had a 
nagging edge in R.Cifuentes PaTada- 
A.Blees, DieTen 1987. 

c) 10...Sf8 11 £}xf6+ (11 £te7+!? *h8 
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12 £>xc8 Haxc8 13 ±d3 ftb4 14 ±bl 
4 jc 6 15 &e2 looks a bit better for White, 
as he can contest the d4-squaTe) 

ll...i.xf6 12 a3 b6 and Black was fine in 
R.Cifuentes PaTada-F.NijboeT, Wijk aan 
Zee 1991. 

d) 10..Jtg4l? 11 ^.g5 2xd5 (forced) 
12 cxd5 ftxe4 13 Jte7! and Black neveT 
had quite enough compensation in 
B.Toth-E.Mortensen, Thessaloniki Olym¬ 
piad 1984. 

e) 10 ..Jk.e 6 !? 11 jk.g5 Jtxd5 12 cxd5 
£)C5 13 ftd 2 £>cxe4l? 14 ftxe4 ftxe4 15 
Axd8 Sxd8 with reasonable play foT the 
exchange in J.OTzechowski-V.Koziak, 
Poland 2005. 

f) 10...^.d7l? is untTied, but 11 Jig 5 
<£jxe4 12 i.xd8 Sxd8 looks reasonable, 
as Black has eliminated White’s daTk- 
squaTed bishop. 



10.. .1.e6 

Instead I0...2e8 11 £jxf6+ i.xf6 12 
c5 <£>b8 13 Jtc4 <£>c6 14 h 3 gave White a 
small advantage in V.Chekhov-Wang 
Zili, Beijing 1991. 

A more ambitious possibility is 

10.. 1k.g4 and then: 


a) 11 c5? fails to ll...£>xd5 12 exd5 
4^b4 13 i.c4 b5l when White’s position 
is falling apaTt: foT example, 14 .*-b3 (ot 
14 Axb5 £>xa2+ 15 &bi 2ab8 16 < &xa2 
2xb5, M.Rivas PastoT-A.Blees, Amster¬ 
dam 1986 ) 14...a5 15 a4 bxa4 16 Jtc4 (if 
16 Jtxa4 2ab8) was D.Lima-R.RodTiguez, 
Caldas de Reis 1992. Now I6...e4 17 h3 
Jtc8! with ideas like ...£>d3+ ot ..Jk.a6 
gives Black an overwhelming position. 

b) 11 h 3 Jtxf3 12 gxf3 allows Black to 
equalize simply with 12...C6 13 £>xf6+ 
Jtxf6 ot keep some tension with 

12...£)d7!?. 

c) 11 <£\xf6+ Jtxf6 12 c5 2xdl+ 13 
&xdl 2d8+ 14 ‘i’cl £>b4 15 Jtc4 £>d3+ 
16 &c2 (afteT 16 Jtxd3 2xd3 Black’s 
bishops give him the edge) I6...£>f4 17 
h 3 Jtxf3 18 gxf3 c6 and Black had a 
comfortable endgame in A.Yusupov- 
A.Rodriguez, Mexico 1980. 

d) 11 ±g5 Sd6 (ll...^xe4l?) 12 h3 
JS.xf3 13 gxf3 ftxds!? (White was a little 
better afteT 13... < 4f8 14 h4 £>g8 15 Ah3 
±h6 16 &c2 Axg5 17 hxg5 &g7 18 a3 
h6 19 gxh6+ £>xh6 20 b4 c6 21 c5 Sdd8 
22 <£>e3 ftc7 23 4jc 4 in N.Sulava- 
M.Muse, Sibenik 2010) 14 cxd5 c6 15 
dxc6 Sxc6+ 16 &bl £)C5 17 &e3 2c7 18 
Bel 2ac8 19 h4 b6 with a faiTly level 
ending in LVan Wely-Ye Jiangchuan, 
Batumi (rapid) 2001. 

11 i-g5 

White has to try this ot else Black has 
no problems at all, as he didn’t have 
afteT 11 £>xf 6 + J.xf 6 12 2xd8+ Sxd 8 13 
a3 b 6 in B.LaTsen-E.MoTtensen, Aaland 
1989. 
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H..jLxd5 12 cxd5 

Instead 12 exd5 h6 is fine for Black. 
Still, this was probably a better choice. 

12...£\c5 



13 i.d3 

After 13 <£)d2? ^cxe4! 14 £)xe4 4'ixe4 
15 Jb<d8 Sxd8 White cannot protect f2 
and he must watch out for ...Ah6 ideas, 
so Black will either win back the ex¬ 
change or win both the f2- and dS- 
pawns. The safest was 13 icxf6 iLxf6, 
but then Black is at least equal. 

13...C6! 

Black seizes the initiative. 

14 Ac 2 cxd5 15 icxf6 Jlxf616 exd5 



I6...e4 


This leads to simplification and a 
quick draw. Black could have played for 
more with I6...2ac8!? 17 < 4’bl 2d6. 

17 <£>d2 2xd5 18 <£>xe4 2xdl+ 19 2xdl 
4)xe4 20 J.xe4 2c8+ 21 isbl 2c7 

V1-V2 L.Van Wely-Z. Efimenko, Mos¬ 
cow 2002. 

D) 4 e4 d6 5 vf3 0-0 6 i.g5 



6.. .C5 

This is the most exact move. Instead 

6.. .h6 7 ich4 cS transposes, but White 
has the extra option of 7 Ae3 £ig4 8 
JLcl e5 9 d5. After 9...f5 Black is sup¬ 
posed to be okay, but following 10 h3 
£}f6 11 exf5 gxfs 12 &e2 I am not en¬ 
tirely convinced. In any case, there is no 
reason to allow White extra choices. 

7 d5 h6 8 i.h4 

If 8 Ae3 e6, while 8 Af4 e6 9 dxe6 
Jbce6 10 JLxd6 2e8 11 ice2 transposes 
to the Averbakh Variation. 

8.. .Wa5!? 

This move is usually correct if White 
cannot return his dark-squared bishop 
to the queenside. 8...g5 9 .&g3 ^h5 is 
playable as well. 
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9fod2 

AfteT 9 Wd2 Black can play 9...g5 10 
Ag3 ^hs or even 9...a6 with the idea 10 
a4 b5 11 cxb5 Wb4l. The natural 9 Ad3 
runs into a typical idea: 9...g5 10 Ag3 
£sxe4l 11 Jb<e4 J.xc3+ 12 bxc3 Wxc3+ 
13 £sd2 (if 13 &fl f5) 13-f5 14 Scl Wg7 
15 ±bl f4 16 Wh5 £id7! 17 £ie4 £sf6 (ot 

17.. .<£se5) 18 <£)xf6+ Sxf6 and Black was 
better in J.Luoma-K.Honkanen, corre¬ 
spondence 1971. 

9.. .g5 10i.g3 



10...<£>xe4! 

This idea works because White’s g3- 
bishop will get trapped. 

11 <^dxe4 


AfteT 11 £scxe4 f5 12 h4 (12 <£ic 3 
transposes to the main line) 12 ...fxe 4 13 
hxg5 hxg5 14 Wh5 Jtf5 15 Wxg5 £>a 6 ! 
with the idea of ...<£sb4 gives Black good 
counteTplay. 

11.. .f5 12 <£ld2 

Here 12 h 4 is even worse, because af¬ 
ter I 2 ..fxe 4 the c 3 -knight is more vul¬ 
nerable than the d 2 -knight in the line 
above. AfteT 13 Scl g4 Black keeps the 
h-file closed and remains a pawn up. 

12.. .f413 .&e2 

White gets a worse version of the 
game afteT 13 JLd3 .&xc3 14 bxc3 Wxc3, 
as his bishop has to move, while 13 Wc2 
±f5 14 ^.d3 Jtxd3 15 Wxd3 fod7 is com¬ 
fortable foT Black. 

13.. .1.xc3 14 bxc3 Wxc3 15 Hbl ftd7 



16 Sb3 Wd4! 

A cleveT move to disrupt White’s co¬ 
ordination. 

17 Sd3 Wf6 18 0-0 <£>e5 19 Sb3 Wg7 

Black keeps the tension foT a move, 
as 19...fxg3 gives White extra options in 
20 fxg3 and 20 Sxg3. 

20 £)f3 fxg3 21 hxg3 

White does not Teally have anything foT 
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his pawn here, but Black must remain 
Tesolute. 

21.. .sijg6 

Instead 21...£sxf3+ 22 Axf3 gives 
White counteTplay on the e-file, but 

21.. .£sf7, 21...£sd7 and 21...£>g4l? are 
possible improvements, as White can¬ 
not easily exchange off Black’s knight. 

22 Ad3 b6 

AfteT 22 ...g4 23 Axg6 (worse aTe 23 
£)d2 4^e5 and 23 ®c2 f4l) 23...'§xg6 
24 £sh4 Wf6 25 ®e2 White creates coun¬ 
teTplay on the e-file. 

23 Sel Af5 24 Axf5 Sxf5 25 Se4 fiaf8 
26 Sbe3 

By now White had managed to ob¬ 
tain enough compensation foT the 
pawn in LBTuzon Bautista-W.ATencibia 
Rodriguez, Santa ClaTa 2005. 

E)4e4d6 5i-g5 



Another Ag5 system. They all look 
kind of the same, but they aTe not! Here 
Black should immediately question 
White’s bishop. 

5...h6 

Instead 5...0-0 6 Wd2 (otheT moves 


will transpose elsewhere) 6...C5 7 d5 e6 8 
Ae2 is an uncomfortable line of the 
AveTbakh. Black could play 5 ...C 5 first, 
howeveT. AfteT 6 d5 h6 7 Af4 (7 Ae3 
£sg4 8 Acl is Line El and 7 Ah4 is Line 
E2) 7...0-0 8 Ae2 we aTe back in the 
AveTbakh. The text move is more logical, 
though, as it forces White to declare his 
intentions first. 

El: 6 Ae3 

E2:6 Ah4 

El) 6 Ae3 



This move is not seen very often, but 
it is probably White’s best. This line is a 
favourite of the Greek GTandmasteT Ni- 
kolaidis and it has also been played oc¬ 
casionally by Ivan Sokolov. 

6...£)g4 

Black must force the pace, because 
afteT 6...0-0 7 f3 the extra move ...h6 will 
hurt Black, as White will quickly gain a 
tempo with Wd2. 

7 Ad c5! 

This is shaTpeT than 7...e5, which is 
also very playable. AfteT 8 d5 f5 9 Ae2 
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£sf6 10 exf5 gxf5 11 ±h 5 + ftxh5 12 
Wxh5+ 'if 8 13 f4 Black has: 



a) 13...We8 14 Wh3 £\a6 (I4...e4 15 
£\ge2 transposes to variation ‘b2’) 15 
<53ge2 £\b4 16 0-0 e4 and now: 

al) 17 Sbl ±d7 18 fi.e3 fig8 19 Jtd4 
Wg6 20 ±xg7+ fixg7 21 a3 £>d3 22 £>cl 
£>c5 with level chances in LPsakhis- 
F.Nijboer, Vlissingen 2000. If 23 b4 fta4. 

a2) 17 ice3 Wg6 18 fiadl ftd3 19 
fid2 fig8 20 Ad4 a6 (20...Ad7? 21 
£>xe4l) 21 £>dl iLxd4+ 22 ftxd4 Wf6 23 
We3 Ad7 24 £tf2 ftxf2 25 Sfxf2 was 
more comfortable foT White in I.Nikolai- 
dis-J.NetzeT, French League 2004, as the 
knight is stronger than the bishop. 

b) 13-.e414 £>ge2 We8 and now: 

bl) 15 Wxe8+ ixe8 16 Jte3 Sg8 17 
0-0 £\a6 18 £d4 fi.d7 19 fiadl £>c5 20 
fld 2 if7 21 ±xg7 fixg7 22 £>d4 a5 and 
Black had no problems in the endgame 
in H.Banikas-A.Fedorov, Dresden 2008. 

b 2 ) 15 Wh3 £>a6 16 0-0 Wg6 17 fi.e3 
2g8 18 fi.d4 was l.lbTagimov-A.5hchek- 
achev, Moscow 1999. Here Black should 
play I8...£\b4 with uncleaT play. 

b3) 15 Wh4 4ia6 16 0-0 Wg6 17 ±e3 


fig8 18 Wf2 was I.Nikolaidis-J.GallagheT, 
French League 2003. Here GallagheT 
suggests I8...<53b4 with the idea 19 £>cl 
fi.xc3 20 bxc3 Wxg2+! 21 Wxg2 fixg2+ 
22 ixg2 £>c2 and Black wins back mate¬ 
rial. White has some compensation foT 
the pawn afteT 23 if2 4ixal 24 Bgl, 
but no moTethan that. 



8d5 

White can also head foT an uncleaT 
ending with 8 dxc5 dxc5 9 Wxd8+ ixd8 
10 h 3 Axc 3+ 11 bxc3. Black has good- 
long terni chances if he can stabilize the 
position. A couple of examples: 

a) ll...£>e5 12 f4 £>ed7 13 -&e3 b6 14 
0 - 0-0 Jtb7 15 .Id 3 ®c6 16 £sf3 4>c7 17 
f5 g5 18 i.f 2 f6 19 ±g3+ £>ce5 20 fi.c 2 
JLc6 was fine for Black in B.Kovacevic- 
M.MTva, 5teinbTunn 2005. 

b) 11 ...<2f6 12 Ad3 £>c6 13 f4 e5 
(Black could also try 13...'4 > c7) 14 <£sf3 
±e6 15 ±e3 b6?l 16 £>xe5 £>xe5 17 fxe5 
£>d7 18 J.f4 was betteT for White in 
l.5okolov-E.BeTg, Malmo 2009, despite 
the ugly pawns. White lateT won by 
playing fidl, JLe2 and Sd5l. Instead 
15 ...exf4l? looks okay foT Black. 
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8...£d4! 

Black must use his development to 
throw White off balance. 

9 £>h3 



A very unusual position has been 
reached. 

9.. .£>f6 

Black has ideas like ...Jb<h3 or 
...iLxc 3 + followed by ...£>xe4. A decent 
alternative is 9...e5 10 dxe6 JLxe6 ll 
&e2 (afteT ll ftb5 ftc6 Black is the bet¬ 
ter developed and has good central con¬ 
trol) ll...Wh412 0-0 <£>c6 13 £>d5 and: 

a) 13...^.xd5l? (perhaps an oversight, 
as Black loses heT queen, but it is not so 
bad!) 14 g3! (Black is okay afteT 14 exd5 
£>ce5 15 #a4+ &f8) 14...#xh3 15 iLxg4 
#xg4 16 #xg4 4te5 17 #e 2 l? (White 
gives back some material; instead both 
17 #f4 g5 18 #f6 ftxc4 19 #f5 ±e6 and 
17 #dl ilxe4 18 Sel f5 aTe unclear) 

17.. ..6XC4 18 #dl iLxfl 19 'A'xfl 0-0-0 20 
Sbl £>c6 21 a3 h5 22 h3 She8 with un¬ 
clear play in N.Zhukova-Ju Wenjun 
Khanty-Mansiysk Olympiad 2010. 

b) 13...0-0!? is an interesting idea. Af¬ 
ter 14 £>c 7 £>f6 15 ftxa8 2xa8 Black has 


counteTplay against e4 and h3. 

c) 13 ...O-O-O and now: 
cl) 14 £idf4 £>ge5 15 £>xe6 fxe6 16 
‘i’hl g5 17 f4 gxf4 18 £>xf4 Sdf8 19 .&d 2 
was I.Sokolov-M.Solleveld, Dutch League 
2001. Here Bologan suggests 19...2hg8 
with a good position foT Black. 

c2) AfteT 14 JsLf4 Bologan points out 
that White has the initiative with both 

14...g5 15 -&g3 ^h5 16 2bl and 14...£tf6 
15 ilg3 #xe4 16 iLf3 #f5 17 £>hf4 g5 18 
£\e2 &e5 19 £>e3 #g6 20 J.xc6 bxc6 21 
# 34 . Instead 14...£}ge5!? looks good. 
Black intends ,...&xh3 ot ...f5, and if 15 
jLg3 #xe4 Black’s knight covers f3. 



10 £>f4 

This was the Tecent choice of Niko- 
laidis. A couple of otheT possibilities: 

a) 10 f3 Jb<h3 11 gxh3 #b6 (ot 

Il...^.xc3+ 12 bxc3 £>bd7) 12 ftb5 a6 13 
£>xd4 cxd4 14 b3 e5! with counterplay 
was given by Bologan. 

b) 10 #d3 £>a6 (instead Bologan sug¬ 
gests 10...£>bd7l? 11 f4 #b6 12 £\b5 g5! 

with uncleaT play) 11 a 3 ^c7 (ll_e5?l 

was played in I.Nikolaidis-H.Banikas, 
Athens 1996, and here White could have 
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could have played 12 dxe 6 iLxe 6 13 
£lb5!) 12 the 2 e5 13 £ixd4 cxd4 14 Ae 2 
a5 (Black could try 14...g5, although 
both 15 £sgll? arid 15 £)xg5!? hxg5 16 
,&xg5 Sg8 17 h4 give White interesting 
play) 15 f4 Axh3 16 gxh3 £sa6 17 0-0 
£sc 5 18 Wf 3 £)cxe4 19 iLdl Wb6?l 20 
fxe5 dxe5 21 ilc 2 arid Black had prob¬ 
lems in l.lbTagimov-M.Kazhgaleyev, Nice 
2000, as he had not been able to stabi¬ 
lize the position. 

10...iLxc3+ 11 bxc3 £ixe4 12 iLd3 
13 ®c2 Wa5 14 0-0 Af5 

Another idea is 14...g5 15 £ie2 £)bd7. 

15 Axf5 gxf5 16 Ibl 



Avery complicated position has been 
reached. White has some compensation 
foT the pawn, but Black has his own 
trumps as well A couple of possibilities: 

a) 16...£lbd7 17 Sxb7 £sb6 18 Sel 
£sfd7 19 Sc7 (19 Sxd7! £lxd7 20 £lh5 
with the idea of £sg7 gives White a dan¬ 
gerous initiative) 19...&d8 20 Sb7 Wa6 
21 Wxf5? (21 Sxd7+ £sxd7 22 Wxf5 
would be unclear) 21...Wxb7 22 Wxf7 
£se5 23 fixes dxe5 24 £sg6 (Black is also 
better afteT 24 £)e6+ &c8 25 Wg7 Sd8 


26 £lxd8 <&xd8) 24...fle8 (24 ...£ixc 4! 25 
£ixh8 Wbl) 25 £ixe5 £>d7 26 £ic6+ 4>c7 
and Black pulled off a big upset in 
I.Nikolaidis-W.MuhTen, LeTos 2009. 

b) l6...Wa6 17 Wxf5 £)bd7 18 Sel b6 
19 £>h5 ^xh5 20 ®xh5 ®xc4 21 -&g5l? 
£ie5 22 f4 £>g6 23 Axe7 £lxe7 24 IT14 
and here both 24 ...O-O and 24...0-0-0 aTe 
uncleaT. A TatheT unusual circumstance! 

E2) 6 ±h4 

This could be considered the main 
line, but White has not done well be¬ 
cause of Black’s Teply. 

6...C5 7 d5 ®a5 



8iLd3 

The alternative 8 Wd2 is more solid, 
but Black has still done well afteT 8...g5 9 
,&g3 £)h5 and now: 

a) 10 £)ge2 £sd7 11 h4 £>b6! 12 b3 
£sxg3 13 fxg3 £sd7 and Black had a big 
advantage in CCrouch-lGallagheT, Hove 
1997. 

b) 10 £d3 £sd7 11 £sge2 £ie5 12 0-0 
£)xg3 13 £sxg3 h5 14 -*.e2 g4 with excel¬ 
lent play in N.Dzagnidze-K.ATakhamia- 
GTant, Rijeka 2010. 
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c) 10 ±e 2 £>xg3 11 hxg3 £id7 12 Scl 
a6 13 a3 Sb8 14 f4 gxf4 (another idea is 

14.. .b5l? 15 fxg5 hxg5 16 2xh8+ Jtxh8 
17 Wxg5 ^f8! with good compensation) 
15 gxf4 b5 16 <?jf3 was V.Milov- 
M.Kazhgaleyev, French League 2002. 
Here I6...b4 17 £>dl ^a4l? gives Black 
good play. 

8.. .g5 9 -*-g3 ftxe4! 

This is the same trick we saw in Line 
D, but here it works even better here as 
White will not be able to castle. 

10 &xe4 .&XC3+ 11 bxc3 Wxc3+12 til f5 



Black will win back the piece, have 
the safeT king and be a pawn up. 

13 2cl 

Ot 13 fte2 Wf6 14 ±c2 f4 15 h4 Ef8 
16 hxg5 hxg5 17 £jxf4? (betteT is 17 Wei 
when Black can simply take the bishop 
ot play 17...£>d7l? 18 Jk,h2 4ie5 with 
good play for the piece in J.Le Roux- 
V.KotTonias, French League 2005) 

17...gxf4 18 ±h 2 £>d7 19 g3 £>e5 20 
Wh5+ *d8 21 gxf4 £>g4 22 Sel Sh8 23 
&h7 Wg7 0-1 LStein-E.GelleT, USSR 
Team Championship 1966. 

13.~Wf6 14 h4 


Checking does not do much; 14 Wh5+ 
td8 leaves Black’s king sitting comforta¬ 
bly. AfteT 15 h4 g4l 16 JLd3 f4 17 Axf4 
Wxf4 Black had a big plus in V.Radomsky- 
G.Timoscenko, Novosibirsk 1976. 

14...g4! 



15 £>e2 

After 15 Ad3 f4 16 £>e2 fxg3 17 
£>xg3 Sf8 18 Sc2 4id7! Black gives back 
the pawn to complete his development. 
A well-known success foT Black contin¬ 
ued 19 Wxg4 £se5 20 'We4 icd7 21 &gl 
0-0-0 with a big advantage in B.Spassky- 
R.FischeT, 16th matchgame, Belgrade 
1992. 

15.. .fxe4 16 &gl ±f5 17 £>c3 £>d7 18 
We2 0-0 19 £sxe4 Wd4 20 £>d2 2ae8 21 
£>fl 

Here 21...4ie5?l was played in 
V.Milov-J.GallagheT, Las Vegas 2002, 
when White should probably have tried 
22 Axes Wxe5 23 Wxe5 dxe5 24 £>e3 
and it is not easy foT Black to make use 
of his extTa pawn. Instead of 21...£ie5?!, 
Black had several good ways to main¬ 
tain a large advantage, such as 21...£>f6, 

21.. .Wd3 ot 21...e6!?. 
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1 d4 £rf6 2 c4 g6 and now: 

A: 3 <5^3 
B: 3 £>c3 

A) 3 i.g7 4 g3 

4 ^C3 0-0 5 J.g5 (5 i-f4 - 344) 5-C5 
6 e3 - 332 
6 d5 - 336 

4.. .0-0 5 ii.g2 d6 6 0-0 £\c6 7 £>c3 a6 

7...flb8 -152 
8h3 

8 d5 <£>a5 9 £>d 2 c5 10 Wc 2 (10 Sbl - 15) 10...2b8 11 b3 b5 12 l.b 2 (12 Sbl - 20 ) 

12.. .bxc4 13 bxc4^.b6 14 f4 (14 £>cbl - 25) 14...e5 



15 fiael - 27 
15 Sabi - 29 
15 dxe6 - 32 
8 b3 Sb8 
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9 e3 - 86 
9 Ab2 - 90 
9 ^d5 - 95 
8 ±d2 -107 
8 e3 - 111 

8 e4 Ag4 9 Ae3 (9 b3 - 114) 9...£>d7 



10 Wd2 -118 
10 4}e2 -123 
8 Sel Hb8 9 Sbl 

9.. .1.f5 -128 

9.. .^a5 -131 
8Wd3 

8.. .e5 -138 

8.. .£>d7 -142 

8.. .1.f5 -146 

8.. .1.d7 -148 

8...2b8 

8.. .±d7 9 e4 e5 
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10 d5 - 72 
10 £e3 - 76 
10 dxe5 - 80 

9 e4 

9iig5-64 
9 ^.e3 - 66 

9...b5 



10 e5 

10 cxb5 - 43 

10.. .£>d7 

10...dxe5 11 dxe5 Wxdl 12 Ibcdl ftd7 13 e6 fxe6 14 cxb5 axb5 
15 ^.e3 - 49; 15 ±f4 - 50 

11 e6 

11 cxb5 - 52 

11.. .fxe6 12 d5 



12.. .exd5 - 57 

12.. .£>ce5 - 59 

12.. .£>a5 - 61 
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B) 3 £>c3 i-g7 4 e4 d6 5 f4 

5 &e2 0-0 6 £g5 (6 £e3 - 348) 6...C5 7 d5 (7 dxc5 - 240) 7...h6 (7...b5 - 243; 7...a6 
-250) 



8 ±e3 e6 9 Wd 2 exd5 
10 exd5 - 212 

10 cxd5 - 214 

8 ±f4 e6 9 dxe6 ^.xe6 10 JLxd6 (10 Wd2 - 219) 10...2e8 

11 ±xc5 - 227 
ll£if3 

11.. .^c6 - 229 

11.. .Wb6 - 234 

5 £>f3 0-0 6 h3 (6 &e3 - 352; 6 ±g5 - 356) 6...e5 7 d5 (7 dxe5 - 257) 



7.. .a5 - 262 

7.. .^a6 - 267 

7.. .£sb5 - 275 

5 h3 0-0 6 .&g5 (6 jLe3 - 28 l) 6...^a6 7 Jtd3 e5 8 d5 

8.. .C6 - 287 

8.. .We8 - 289 
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5 .&d3 0-0 6 £ige2 £ic6 7 0-0 



7.. .^d7 - 297 

7.. .®h5 - 302 

7.. .e5 8 d5 £>d4 9 <2)xd4 exd4 

10 £)b5 - 314 
10^e2-317 

5 l hge2 0-0 6 ^g3 e5 7 d5 a5 8 Ae2 £ia6 9 M 

9.. .C6 - 325 

9.. .h5 - 328 
5i.g5-358 

5...0-0 6 £rf3 c5 



7 ±e2 -177 

7 dxc5 -182 

7.. .e6 8 iLe2 

8 dxe6 -192 

8.. .exd5 9 cxd5 

9 e5 -199 
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9 exd5 - 201 

9..~&g410 0-0 £>bd7 



11 lei 

11 <£>d2 -155 
11 a4 -157 
11 h3 -159 

ll...le812 h3 i.xf3 13 Axf3 Wa514 Ae3 b5 15 a3 4b6 



16 &f2 -167 
16 e5 -169 
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VOLUME 2 



The King's Indian remains a hugely popular opening - unsurprising given the 
attacking opportunities it offers. In many of the ultra-sharp main lines. White wins the 
queenside battle but this often turns out to be a Pyrrhic victory as Black wins the war by 
checkmating on the kingside! Black is hunting the enemy king and - in practical play - 
this gives him a psychological edge. 


David Vigorito presents an aggressive King s Indian repertoire for Black based on the 
main lines. Vigorito is renowned for his opening expertise, and his suggested lines are 
full of innovative ideas. In addition, his lucid explanations of the key plans and tactics will 
benefit all players. Volume 2 deals with the Four Pawns Attack, the Fianchetto Variation, the 
Averbakh Variation and many other lines. 

ATTACKING CHESS is a brand new series which focuses on traditional attacking 
openings, as well as creative and aggressive ways to play openings that are not always 
associated with attacking chess. It provides hard-hitting repertoires and opening 
weapons designed for players of all levels. 

• A King’s Indian repertoire for Black 

• State-of-the-art coverage of the key lines 

• Packed with new ideas and critical analysis 


David Vigorito is an International Master from the United States. His previous books have 
received great praise and he is rapidly becoming one of the world's leading chess writers. 




















































